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Current Topics. 


The Real Property and Conveyancing Bills. 

THe Lorp CHANCELLOR'S Real Property and Conveyancing 
Bills have been introduced in the House of Lords. We state their 
effect elsewhere, and it is obvious that from their bulk and © 
complexity they will require very careful consideration. Lord 
HALDANE himself recognizes this, and he does not propose to 
carry them beyond a second reading this session. That will 
give time to determine whether the apparent simplification 
which is introduced as between vendor and purchaser, and as 
regards registration of title, is not too dearly bought by the 
intensification, as regards equitable interests, of the complications 
of real property law. As far as the legal estate is concerned and 
the power of disposition, there is to be simplicity—whether 
apparent or real we prefer at present not to hazard an opinion. 
But behind the legal estate there is to be preserved all the 
variety of interests in land known to English law ; “that won 
derful calculus of estates ”—to quote the graphic description in 
Pollock and Maitland’s History of English Law (Vol. II., p. 11)— 
which, established centuries ago, is ‘“‘even in our own day the 
most distinctive feature of English private law.” All this is to 
be retained, and to be protected by cautions and inhibitions. 
The result may turn out to be convenient and practicable ; but 
we must confess to a feeling of doubt and disappointment on first 
perusal of the Bills, and we wish that the scheme had the plain 
effect of reducing instead of increasing—as, on the whole, it 
certainly seems to do—the complications and difficulties of real 
property law. 

The Question of Registration. 


THE QUESTION of chief interest is how the scheme will affect 
the dispute between private and public conveyancing— 
between the conveyancing free from official interference, which 
is the method most suited to the convenience of persons 
interested in land, and conveyancing on the register. The 
scheme accepts the existing state of things, and neither suggests 
the abolition of compulsory registration in London, nor its 
extension elsewhere. But it appears to represent an honest 
attempt to reduce the functions of the register, and to check 
the notion that it is to be an exact representation of all the 
interests in the land. It is to perform the part rather of a 
register of stocks or of the shipping register. The effect will 
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probably be to minimize the cost and inconvenience of the| Original Value for Reversion Duty. 


register in London ; and there will be less reason than now for 
getting rid of it altogether. On the other hand, having regard 


to the reform in private conveyancing which the scheme proposes, 


it is unlikely that there will arise any call for extension of it to 


other parts of the country. It seems not an improbable forecast 
that compulsory registration, if it cannot be abolished, will 
continue to be confined to London, just as registration of deeds 
is confined to Middlesex and Yorkshire. 


The Parliament Act, 1911. 

AN INTERESTING constitutional question arising out of the 
Parliament Act, 1911, and its application tothe Home Rule and 
Welsh Disesiablishment Bills, has been raised by certain corre- 
spondents of the Zimes. The main provisions of that Act are well 
known, but as they must be borne clearly in mind if the point 


in dispute is to be appreciated, we will summarize them very | 


briefly. When a bill has been passed by the House of Commons 
in three successive sessions, and on the first two occasions 
rejected by the House of Lords, it automatically becomes law, 
notwithstanding the action of the Second Chamber ; but in order 
that it may attain this result it must comply with certain 
conditions. Two years must elapse from the date of its second 
reading in its first session ; no amendments must be made except 
such as are formally necessary as the result of the delay—e.g., 
alteration of the date upon which it comes into operation ; and it 
must have been sent up to the House of Lords a month before 
Parliament is prorogued. Certain bills are excluded from the 
operation of the Act, but these we need not consider. Now 
section 2 provides further that a condition precedent to the legis- 
lative validity of any bill which has become a statute by virtue of 
the Parliament Act is the grant of a certificate by the Speaker that 
all the requirements of the Act have been fulfilled. 


The Speaker's Certificate. 

Here comes in the criticism made in the Times. It is suggested 
that before the Speaker can give his certificate he must be satis- 
fied that the bill has “ passed ” in each one of the three succes- 
sive sessions ; “ passing” means that it has gone through all the 
stages customary and traditional upon the consideration of bills 
in either House ; and therefore the omission in the second or 
third session, of any important stage, such as the “Committee 
Stage,” prevents the condition being satisfied and debars the 
Speaker from giving his certificate. Now the Committee stage is 
being omitted, by Resolution of the House of Commons duly 
passed under its Standing Orders in the case of the Home Rule 
and similar bills which have reached their second session, for the 
simple reason that any amendment in Committee would destroy 
the identity of the bill and therefore automatically exclude it 
from the scope of the Parliament Act : for it must be the “same 
bill” in each of the three successive sess‘ons. Indeed, to meet 
this difficulty, the Parliament Act itself provides for a ‘“Sugges- 
tion Stage” in the second session, by which the House of 
Commons may make suggestions to the House of Lords as to 
amendments which it is prepared to accept if the House of 


Lords will make them and pass the bill so amended on its third | 


reading. Of course, if the criticism advanced in the Times 


is sound, all this falls to the ground, and every bill would | 


require to run the gauntlet of the Committce stage in each 
of its three sessions. It may be said that, from the constitu- 
tional point of view, a severe test of this kind is a desirable 
thing; it would prevent a reckless or sweeping use of 
the Parliament Act. But from the standpoint of pure 
legality, the criticism of the Zimes seems clearly erroneous. A 
bill is “passed” in the House of Commons when it complies 
with the conditions laid down in the Standing Orders of that 
House, and the House has full power to alter its Standing 
Orders by resolution. There, are no common law limitations to 
its power to alter its own procedure ; indeed, it has frequently 
done so in recent years, as for instance in the famous adoption 
of the Closure in the eighties to meet the obstructive tactics of 
the Irish Party. There is therefore no real ground for deeming 
a bill invalid when the House, acting in accordance with its 
Standing Orders for the time being, omits any stage in its 
usual procedure. 


THE PROVISIONS of the Finance Act, 1910, as to reversion 
duty present considerable difficulties in practice, and there have 
already been several important decisions on the matter, such 
as the Marquis of Anglesey’s Case and Earl Fitzwilliam’s Case 
| noticed ante, pp. 472, 512. To these must be added the cises of 
| Governors of the Stepney and Bow Educ :tional Foundation v. Inland 
Revenue Commissioners and Marquess Camden v. The Inland Revenue 

fommissioners (both in Times, 3rd inst.). “The reversion duty is 
charged on the value of the benefit accruing to the lessor by 
| reason of the determination of the lease, and the value of this 
| benefit is under section 13 (2) deemed to be the difference be- 
| tween the “total value” on determination, less capital expendi- 
ture by the lessor during the lease and any compensation 
| payable by him, and the total value at the time of the original 
| grant. Now it is practicable to discover the valus at the date 
‘of determination, but to ascertain the value at the 
date of the original grant, it may be many years 
| ago, would usually be impossible. Hence the Act provides a 
'rule for the purpose. The original value is “to be ascertained 
on the basis of the rent reserved and payments made in con- 
sideration of the lease (including, in cases where a nominal rent 
_ only has been reserved, the value of any covenant or undertaking 
| to erect buildings or to expend any sums upon the property).” On 
this provision HorrinGe, J., held in the two cases above men- 
| tioned, that the statutory rule excludes any other method of 
| ascertaining the value, and consequently evidence of the real 
| value at the time of the original grant cannot be admitted. He 
| had ruled to the same effect in Ramsden v. Inland Revenue Com- 
| missioners (1 Finance Act Appeals, p. 102). 


What is a ‘*‘ Nominal Rent”? 

THERE REMAINED the quest‘on of the application of the rule. 

| In the Stepney and Bow Case £1,500 was expended in 1822 by a 
| prospective lessee on four houses, and £750 on two others, in 
pursuance of a building agreement. In 1824 a lease of tho six 

| houses was granted for 944 years from September, 1822, at the 
| yearly rent of £24. The lease was determined by surrender in 
| May, 1910. It was contended by the reversioners that the sums of 
| £1,500 and £750 were payments made in consideration of the lease, 
| but this was rejected by Horrwce, J. They were sums expended 
| by the prospective lessee for his own immediate benefit, and only for 
the benefit of the lessor ultimetely ; and the section, he held, con- 
templates a payment to the lessor. Possibly this construction 
agrees with the general idea of the section, which is to discover 
the original value of the premises to the lessor, and such value 
does not include the value of buildings erected by the prospective 
lessee. On the other hand, the section does not expressly confine 
the payments to payments to the lessor, and since the lessee only 
| gets the lease by reason of the expenditure, the amount may not 
unreasonably be described as & payment in consideration of the 
lease ; and this is in accordance with the conveyancing practice, 
adopted in the ¢ se in question, of expressing that the lease is 
grauted in consideration of the expense and also of the rents 
and covenants. But if the expenditure is not included as a 
‘payment made in consideration of the lease, it would, if the 
rent was nominal, be included as the value of an undertaking to 
‘erect buildings under the words in the section in the parenthesis. 
The learned judge held,however,that « rent of £24 is not a nominal 
rent, and on this point he was apparently right. A nominal rent 
is a rent which has no substantial value; such es the “ pepper- 
corn rent or other rent having no money value,” referred to in 
section 65 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, relating to the 
enlargement of long terms into the fee simple ; or as HORRIDGE, 
J., put it, a rent which operates merely as an acknowledgment 
of tenancy. A ground rent is not a nominal rent, but a rent 
having substantial value, and forming a well-known subject of 
investment. Both the rack rent and the ground rent have recog- 
nized value, but a nominal rent falls in a third class. Hence the 
words in the parenthesis were not applicable. The same points arose 
and were decided in the same way in Marquis Camden v. Inland 
Revenue Commissioners (supra). The correctness of the decision 
of Horripce, J., on the second point—that is, on the words 
“payments made in consideration of the lease”—seems to be 
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very doubtful if attention is paid only to those words themselves. 
On the other hand, if these words are extended to sums expended 
by a prospective lessee in the erection of the buildings, then the 
words in the parenthesis appear to be superfluous, for the 
value of the undertaking to erect buildings—that is, the sum to be 
expended —would then be reckoned in addition to the capitalized 
value of the rent whether the rent is nominal or not. Hence, 
probably, the decision is right on both points; but, as a practical 
matter, it is not easy to see why the whole cost of the buildings 
should be allowed where the rent is nominal, and excluded where 
the rent is an ordinary ground rent. 


Agricultural Valuations. 

WE PRINTED recently (ante, p. 648), the award made by the 
referee, Mr. J. Goutp Drew, in the Norton Malreward Case, and 
we print elsewhere the award just made by Mr. DANIEL WATNEY 
in the Chells Farm Case. Both cases are important with reference 
to the valuation of agricultural land under the Finance Act, 1910, 
and it is probable that the correctness of the results will be sub- 
mitted to the High Court. The chief points relate to (1) the 
treatment of tenant right in ascertaining the various statutory 
values ; and (2) the treatment of grass in arriving at divested 
value. The former point arose in both cases; the latter only in 
the Norton Malreward Case, and we will refer to it first. 
Divested value is defined in section 25 (2), not, indeed, under 
that name, but under the term “full site value.” When sub- 
section 2 is translated into plain English, full site value is the 
divested value—that is, ‘the value which the fee simple of the 
land, if sold at the time in the open market by a willing seller, 
might be expected to realize if the land were divested of any 
buildings and of any other structures (including fixed or attached 
machinery), on, in, or under the surface, which are appurtenant 
to or used in connection with any such buildings, and of all 
growing timber, fruit trees, fruit bushes, and other things growing 
thereon.” In practice the claim has been found very difficult to 
work. For one thing, the real value of a farm, as one of the 
witnesses in the Norton Malreward Case said, consists in its equip- 
ment, and not in the land; and however necessary the land may be, 
yet a “divested ” farm is not one which would find purchasers. 
But treating the matter, as it must be treated, in a purely 
hypothetical way, must the grass be divested as one of the 
“other things,” together with the buildings, timber, and fruit 
trees? This depends on how far the construction of the words is 
restricted by the ejusdem generis rule. Mr. DREw took them with- 
ouf any such restriction, and held tbat the value of the grass must 
be deducted in arriving at divested value. The question of 
tenant right seems to be fairly obvious, and both valuers have 
rejected the Government valuers’ contention that it forms no 
part of either gross value or total value. In fact, it represents 
a certain part of the land which is due to the operations of the 
tenant, and must be included in any valuation of the fee simple. 
On the other hand, when assessable site value has to be obtained 
under section 25 (4) from total value, the tenant right is a 
matter personal to the occupier which must be deducted under 
paragraph (d). The decisions, unless varied on appeal, will 
apparently upset many provisional valuations of agricultural land. 
It should be added that, on the further question of deducting 
the value of agricultural roads in arriving at divested value, the 
referees seem to have differed, Mr. Drew allowing the de- 
duction, but Mr. WatTNEyY not allowing it. The claim to 
deduction is based on the contention that the roads are 
“structures appurtenant to buildings ” under sub-section 2. 


Taxation of Licensed Premises. 

A cuRIOUS subtlety in licensing law has been revealed by the 
case of Inland Revenue Commissioners v. Truman, Hanbury, Buaton 
& Co. (ante, p. 662), and it proved so difficult that the point had 
to be re-argued in the House of Lords before six members. A 
public-house known as the “ Eagle” made considerable profits by 
the sale of non-intoxicants, restaurant services, and sleeping 
accommodation. Now the Finance (1909) Act, 1910, s. 44 (2), 
which imposed heavy additional duties on licensed premises 
based on the “monopoly value” as ascertained for purposes of 
compensation under the Licensing Act, 1904, encouraged the 





use of public-houses for other than drinking purposes by giving 
certain reductions in the licence duties to such houses when they 
derive part of their revenue from services which require no 
licence. By a proviso to this sub-section it is enacted: “In 
estimating for that purpose [i.¢. the assessment of licence duty 
the value as licensed premises of hotels or other premises, use 

for purposes other than the sale of intoxicating liquor, no 
increased value arising from profits not derived from the sale of 
intoxicating liquor, shall be taken into consideration.” Up to a 
certain point the meaning of this clause is clear. In order to get 
at the annual licence value, i.c. the monopoly value of the 
premises, you must find (a) the rent they command as licensed, 
and ()) the rent a hypothetical tenant would give for them were 
they unlicensed. The difference of these is the monopoly value, 
i.e, the value due to possession of a licence. But when profits 
are derived from unlicensed business, the subsection says you 
are to deduct much more than ()) from (a); you are to deduct 
also “ the increased value, arising from profits” on this unlicensed 
business. That is, it might be thought that you are to deduct (5) 
twice over. A little consideration, however, will shew that this is 
not the case, and will explain the result at which the House of 
Lords arrived, affirming HAMILTON, J., and reversing the Court of 
Appeal (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FARWELL, L.)., KENNEDY, 
L.J., diss.). When ordinary services, such as rooms, restaurant, 
or sale of non-intoxicants, are supplied at a licensed hotel or on 
licensed premises, they are found in practice to command a 
higher price than similar services rendered on unlicensed premises. 
The fact that the customer is able to get intoxicants without 
trouble induces him to pay more than their normal price for the 
non-intoxicants, &c., he purchases at licensed premises. Hence 
on licensed premises even non-licensed services command an 
increased profit; and the difference between this “ increased” 
profit and the ordinary profit yielded by unlicensed premises 
which supply such commodities, is an “increased value arising 
from profits not derived from the sale of intoxicating liquor” 
within the meaning of the exemption clause. It is a kind of 
monopoly-value, and prima facie would be taxed like the greater 
monopoly-value due to sale of intoxicants, for each alike is derived 
from the possession of a licence. But to encourage the sale of 
non-intoxicants Parliament decided not to tax this form of quasi- 
monopoly value, although due to the possession of a licence ; and 
therefore put in the exemption clause. 


The Inspection of Bankers’ Books. 


In Rex v. Bono and others (Times, 4th inst.), the Divisional 
Court appear to have interpreted rightly section 7 of the Bankers’ 
Books Evidence Act, 1879, “On the application of any party 
to a legal proceeding,” so runs the section, “ the court or a judge 
may order that such party be at liberty to inspect and take 
copies of any entries in a banker’s book for any of the purposes 
of such proceedings.” At first sight it certainly looks as if this 
section created a new mode of discovary, but it is well settled 
that it does not. The main object of the statute was simply 
to protect bankers from having to produce in court, upon a 
subpoena tecum duces, those books which are essential to their 
business and in the absence of which it cannot be conveniently 
carried on; it therefore permitted sworn copies of relevant 
entries to be used in court instead of the actual books, and 
relieved the banker from the necessity of producing these. To 
prevent him defeating justice by refusing to allow inspection, 
section 7 provides for the making of an order for inspection at 
the instance of a patty entitled before the Act to have enforced the 
production of the books by the issue of a subpoena tecum duces: 
Arnott vy. Hayes (36 Ch. D. 731). The issue of an order for inspec- 
tion is, therefore, purely discretionary, not a matter to which a 
party is entitled ex debito justitiae, and the court will not allow 
a litigant to use this procedure in order to fish into the 
books of a banker who is not a party to the litigation, and 
against whom, accordingly, an order for discovery could not be 
made (Emmott v. Star Newspaper Co. (Limited), 62 L. J. Q. B. 77). 
When this principle is borne in mind it is easy to see the answer 
to the application made in the case on which we are oe 
Two defendants, committed for trial on the charge of criminally 
libelling the prosecutor by accusing him of blackmail, filed a plea 
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of justification, and endeavoured to support it by shewing that 
certain sums of money had been paid to the prosecutor by cheques 
in circumstances which indicated that they were obtained by 
blackmail. To ascertain the existence and give particulars of 
those cheques they desired to examine the bank-ledgers and 
account-books relating to the prosecutor's account. Since the 
banker was in no way a party to the proceedings, examination of 
his books by way of discovery could not, of course, be obtained 
under ordinary procedure ; therefore, the machinery of the Act 
could not be employed to compass an end not otherwise 
attainable. 


Indemnity Against Costs. 

A LETTER FROM a correspondent which we print elsewhere 
illustrates the confusion which may arise from the repeal of 
statutes for some purposes and not for others. Previously to 
1842 numerous statutes contained special provisions as to the 
costs of a successful defendant. These might be solicitor and 
client costs, or treble or double costs. Ina former volume we 
discussed the matter in some detail (51 SoLicitors’ JOURNAL, 
p. 756). Then the Limisation of Actions and Costs Act, 1842, 
by section 2 swept away all these special provisions, and sulbsti- 
tuted a “full and reasonab'e indemnity as to all costs, charges, 
and expenses.” Many of the actions to which this provision 
applied were against public authorities and their officers, and as 
to all these it was repealed by the Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893, and section 1 (6) replaced it by the provision that 
“whenever in any such action "that is, speaking generally, an 
action against a person in respect of some matter connected with 
the performance of a statutory or public duty—“ a judgment is 
obtained by the defendant, it shall carry costs to be taxed as 
between solicitor and clie:.t.” But section 2 of the Act of 1842 
is only repealed as regards any proceeding to which the Act of 1893 
applies (see section 2 of the latter Act) ; and it remains operative as 
to actions brought against private individuals in respect of matters 
unconnected with any public or statutory duty. An action for 
pound-breach, such as that of House Property Co. of London v. 
Whiteman (1913, 2 K. B. 382), to which our correspondent refers, 
is of this kind, and hence the successful defendant is still entitled 
to a “ full and reasonable indemnity” as to costs. 


The Lord Chancellor’s Scheme 
of Real Property Reform. 


THE Bits introduced by the Lord Chancellor in the House of 
Lords last week, and issued on Wednesday, constitute an ex- 
tensive scheme of legislation, in which the question of registration 
of title plays a comparatively subordinate part. We propose, at 
an early date, to consider in detail the numerous changes which 
are proposed, and the mode in which the draftsman has dealt 
with them. For the present it must be sufficient to indicate 
generally their nature, and the effect which they are likely to 
have on conveyancing. 

There are two Bills--The Real Property Bill and the Convey- 
ancing Bill--the former consisting of 82, and the latter of 45 
clauses. The Real Property Bill is divided into six parts : Part I. 
containing amendments of the Settled Land Acts ; Parts II. and 
ILI. effecting the abolition of copyhold and other special tenures ; 
Part IV. proposing amendments of the general law; Part V. 
repealing and re-enacting with amendments Part I. of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, relating to real representatives ; and 
Part VI. introducing amendments of the Land Transfer Acts ; 
and there is a long schedule of amendments to these Acts. The 
Conveyancing Bill is divided into two parts: Part I. containing 
general provisions for the rearrangement of estates in land, and 
Part II. containing amendments of the Land Transfer Acts. It 
will thus be seen that the amendments of the Land Transfer 
Acts are distributed between the two Bills, an arrangement 
which may be justified, but which at first sight does not make 
for simplicity. 

_ Part I, of the Real Property Bill need not detain us. It is 
similar to the Settled kell Bills which have for several years 





been promoted by the Law Society and have passed the House 
of Lords. The defects in the Settled Land Acts have long been 
notorious, and consist mainly in the inconvenience resulting from 
t \eir application to compound settlements. These have resulted in 
a mass of litigation and judicial decisions which have been con- 
cerned with purely technical matters, and could never have any 
permanent value. It represents pure waste. The present pro- 
posals will facilitate the dealings with settled land, but other- 
wise they have no bearing on the question of land transfer. Copy- 
hold tenure has been ripe for abolition for many years. The Royal 
Commission on Land Transfer, whose recommendations play an 
important part in the Bills, advised that it should be 
extinguished in some given short period. The Real Property 
bill proposes, by Parts III. and LV , that it should be immediately 
and automatically converted into freehold tenure—in this follow- 
ing the example of the conversion of tenure in chivalry into 
free and common socage by the statute 12 Car. 2, ¢. 24—but 
that manorial incidents of pecuniary value shal! be temporarily 
preserved. Within five years the parties will be able to resort 
to the existing means for extinguishing them; after that time 
they will be extinguished as of course, compensation being 
assessed by the Board of Agriculture. 

Part IV. of the Real Property Bill contains a series of amend- 
ments of the general law. Words of limitation are to be no 
longer necessary for passing the fee simple-—an obvious reform 
in which we have been anticipated by at least one of the colonies, 
New Zealand. Acknowledgments of deeds by married women 
are to be abolished; in practice this has been almost effected 
already by virtue of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 
The enrolment of disentailing deeds is to be abolished, and a 
tenant in tail is tu have testamentary power of disposition over 
the fee. ‘Transfers of mortgages are to be simplifiet by making 
words of transfer of the mortgage effectual to transfer the debts, 
and to vest the mortgaged property in the transferee. An 
indorsed receipt is to operate as a reconveyance. The doctrine of 
Hopkinson v. Rolt (9 H. L. ©. 514) is to be relaxed by allowing 
a mortgagee, who has undervaken to make future advances, to 
have priority for them over intermediate advances by third 
parties, notwithstanding that he has notice ; a provision probably 
intended to assist banks, but, owing to its form, we doubt 
whether it will have this effect. The court is to have power to 
discharge or modify obsolete restrictive covenants. Provision 
is made fer the registration of charges for death duties arising in 
favour of the Inland Revenue Commissioners or limited owners, 
and also of local charges. And thirty years is substituted’ for 
forty years as the period of title under an open contract. 

The re-enactment in altered form of Part I. of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, is with a view to removing difficulties 
in the existing statute law, and to harmonize it with other pro. 
posed amendments ; under this head no substantial change of 
the law is proposed. Special attention will naturally be given ts 
Part VI. of the Real Property Bill, which contains amendments 
of the Land Transfer Acts. Some were recommended by the Land 
Transfer Commission, and there are also minor amendments in- 
tended to bring the working of the register into line with the 
general law. These minor amendments are relegated to the 
schedule already referred to. We do not propose to notice them 
at present. The principal matters dealt with are mortgages ; 
settlements ; the description of land on the register ; the conver- 
sion after a certain period of possessory into absolute titles ; the 
extension of the powers of registered proprietors ; the ex- 
tension of the operation of the compensation fund ; the applica- 
tion of the Real Property Limitation Acts to registered lands ; 
the reduction of the registration fees ; and the transfer of the 
power to regulate solicitors’ remuneration in connection with 
registered land from the Rule Committee under the Land Trans- 
fer Acts to the Committee under the Solicitors Remuneration Act, 
1887, with the addition of the Land Registrar. 


The proposals with reference to mortgages are intended to 
enable the registered proprietor to create mortgages off the 
register. The mortgage may be noted on the register, or may 
be merely protected by a caution. Presumably this would 
enable proprietors to dispense with registered charges. Asto the 
ease of settled land, the tenant for life will be registered as the 
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proprietor of the entire fee simple or term—which, under the 
Conveyancing Bill, are to be the only legal interests in land— 
and the settlement will be created by trusts oif the register. New 
provision is made as to indemnity against fraud, but this still 
seems to fall short of what is required, and it gives no protection to 
a purchaser who has taken under a void deed. As regards regis- 
tration fees, it is proposed that there shall be power to suspend 
section 22 (4) of the Act of 1897, which requires that the fees 
shall make the registry self-supporting, and a reduction of the 
present fees is thus contemplated. 

The Bill contains no provisions for extending the compulsory 
area, and as regards registration in the compulsory area it 
modifies (by Schedule V., Part IL., clause 6) section 20 (1) of the 
Act of 1897 by allowing a month for registration ; only on non- 
registration within that time will the grant of the legal estate 
be void. This was recommended by the Land Transfer 
Commission. 

Turning now to the Conveyancing Bill, Part I., according to 
the prefatory memorandum, “adopts, with modification, the late 
Mr. WOLSTENHOLME’s scheme for shortening abstracts, and 
abolishing, as legal estates, life and other particular estates less 
than a fee simple or term of years absolute, leaving all such 
lesser estates to take effect in equity by way of trust, with pro- 
tective provisions by means of cautions and inhibitions.” Thus 
the Lord Chancellor does not take the bold step of abolishing 
tenure and assimilating real property to personal property. He 
retains tenure—-which has been a mere fiction for hundreds of 
years— but confines estates to the fee simple and to terms of 
years. These will be the only “ proprietary estates,” and will 
carry the power of disposition over the whole estate ; save that 
the disposition will be subject to certain “ paramount interests ” 
such as registered land charges, easoments, and the right of 
actual occupiers. But while particular estates and remainders are 
abolished as legal estates, they may be created by way of trust, and 
will then rank as ‘‘ subordinate interests.” The owner of a sub- 
ordinate interest will be able to pro‘ect it by a caution orinhibition, 
aad provision is made for the registration of these at the Land 
Registry. If he does so, then a purchaser will not obtain a 
title unless the caution or inhibition is cleared off. But, in the 
absence of cautions and inhibitions, the proprietor will be able to 
make an absolute title, subject only to paramount interests. 
Where land is in settlement, the tenant for life, if not already the 
proprietor, will be entitled to have the proprietary estate con- 
veyed to himself, and will have the powers of a proprietor, though, 
if he conveys to the prejudice of subordinate interests, he will bs 
liable for breach of trust. The first Schedule contains specimens 
of the abstracts which will be proper under the new system, and 
these are expressly authorizei, and solicitors using them are 
exempted from liability (clause 31). The net result is to arrange 
estates and interests in land as paramount, proprietary, and 
subordinate, and to enable the owner of the proprietary 
estate to d’spose of the land, subject, however, to paramount 
interests and to cautions and inbibitions registered in respect 
of subordinate interests. 

Part II. of the Conveyancing Bill makes the amendments 


in the Land Transfer Acts required by the restriction 
of proprietary estates in the manner above described, 
These estates —that is, the fee simple or an absolute 


term of years—will be “the only interests in land capab'e of 
being registered, and of being disposed of or created by registered 
dispositions ” (clause 41). All other interests will take effect as 
“minor interests,” a term defined in the Real Property Bill, 
Schedule V., Part [., paragraph 2 (2)—that is, they cannot be 
registered, but they can be protected by cautions or in- 
hibitions. 

The scheme, taken as a whole, appears to have three objects—- 
(1) to facilitate private conveyancing on sale; (2) in cases of 
registration of title, to make the register a record only of dealings 
with the absulute interest ; and (3) to preserve all existing limit 2d 
interests by means of trusts, and protect them by registered 
cautions and inhibitions. It will not improbably be found that 
the last object is inconsistent with the first, and without com- 
mitting ourselves to a final opinion, we fear that the scheme, if 
enacted in its present shape, will add very greatly to the com- 
plications of real property law. 


Correspondence. 


The Finance Act, 1912, Section 2. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,— In discussing, on p. 604, the question whether “grantor” in 
. this section includes the owner of the reversion for the time being, 
you express an opinion that such is the case, If you are correct in 
your view, the operation of the section will be disastrous. Here is 
an example selected from several cases known to me. 

In 1897 A (then the freeholder) granted to Ba lease of a public- 
house in consideration of a premium of £46,000 at the annual ground 
rent of £150. B’s lease is now vested in a firm of brewers who 
sublet the property to the licencee. In 1901 C purchased from A 
the ground rent of £150 for £3,750 (25 years’ purchase). 

The brewers now claim against C, under this section, to deduct 
£141 from the rent of £150. The calculation upon which the claim 
is based is as under :— 





Annual rent hal py “0s oe — £150 
Premium paid for lease (reduced to annual value) 2355 
2505 

Less unlicensed value of public house as certified by 
Excise, and stables ... — sah Sai ¥ 220 
£2285 

The amount of the additional licence duty is £155, and the pro- 
YRA 

portion claimed as chargeable against the rent is anne or £141. 


It will be seen that the £141 claimed, added to the compensation 
charge, would absorb the whole of the ground rent. I cannot think 
that any court would straii the word “grantor” beyond its strict 
meaning in order to produce so mischievous a result. 

Henry J, Mean. 

116, Jermyn-street, St. James’s, S.W., July 10. 

[According to Watney, Combe, Reid & Co. v. Berners (reported 
on another page and noted at p. 657, ante), the brewers in this 
case cannot make any deduction, and if that decision stands, the 
hardship referred to does not arise in this particular case. But a 
similar hardship arises when the actual licence-holder has taken a 
lease at a rent and a premium, and the lessor retains the pre 
mium and sells the rent. On the other hand, the licence-holder 
gets a very precarious relief if a change in the title to the reversion 
deprives him of the benefit of the section. We cannot suppose that 
relief is given only against the original lessor ; at the same time the 
circumstances stated shew the possibility of great hardship. It is 
increasingly clear that the draftsman of the section never thought 
out the case he had to deal with.—Epb. S./.] 


Extinguishment of Title. 
(Tc the Editor of the Solicttors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—With reference to the recent ease of Me Mor (1913, 2 Ch. 
75) I gather that you agree gith me in thinking that the relevant 
section is section 10 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874. _ 

The main object of my letter (in your issue of to-day) was to point 
out that this section is not mentioned in the — of the case, which 
consequently seems likely to give rise to difficulty. W. H.W, 

July 12 A 

[No ; our correspondent mistakes us. + We intended to point out 
that section 10 does not apply to the case of the entire proceeds of 
sale of land, but only to definite sums of money payable out of land. 
In Re Fox it does not seem to have been relevant.—Ep., S./.] 


Stamp on Transfer of Sub-Mortgage. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter] 

Sir,—We enclose a copy of some correspondence which has passed 
between ourselves and the Commissioners of Inland Revenue with 
reference to the stamping of a transfer of a sub-mortgage for £5,700 
secured on a mortgage debt of £10,000. . 

The point in dispute is one of some importance, and we think the 
decision of the Commissioners should be brought before the notice 
of the profession generally. We should, therefore, feel obliged if you 
could see your way to insert the correspondence in your journal. 

Cotutsson, Pricnarp & BARNEs. 

27, Bedford-row, W.C., July 11. 

The following is the correspondence referred to :— 

27, Bedford row, 
London, W.C., 
29th May, 1913. 

Sirs,—We enclose completed draft of a transfer of mortgage for £5,700, 
secured on a mortgage debt of £10,000, and a policy of life assurance. 
On lodging the deed of transfer for stamping yesterday the officials 
demanded a sum of £2 103. for duty on the ground that the amount 





transferred was £10,000. We submit that the construction placed by 
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the officials on the Stamp Duty Act, 1891, relating to the stamping of 
transfers, is incorrect. 

The amount of the actual debt transferred is £5,790 only, as, although 
the mortgage debt of £10,000 is also transferred, this is only by way of 
security for the debt of £5,700. There was, in fact, no need to disclose 
the amount of the £10,000 mortgage debt to perfect the document, in which 
case there would have been no question as to the amount of the duty. 

We submit that the intention of the Legislature was to charge stamp 
duty on the actual sum passing from mortgagor to mortgagee, or 
transferor to transferee, nl we fail to understand upon what grounds 
the higher duty is demanded. On the principle of the ruling of the 
stamp duty oflicial«, a mortgage for £5,000 secured on a mortgage debt 
for £50,000 woulu have to be stamped # i2 10s. 

We shall feel much obliged if you will let us hear from you on the 
matter, and, at the same time, retarn our draft. 

Weare, your obedient servants, 
(Signed) CoLLIsson, PRICHARD & BARNEs. 
The Commissioner of Inland Kevenue, 
Stamp Duty Department, Somerset House, Strand, W.C. 
Inland Revenue, 
Somerset House, London, W.C. 
10th July, 1913. 

Gentlemen,—With reference to your letter of the 2nd inst., and 
previous letters, relative to the liability to stamp duty of the transfer 
of mortgage in the above matter, I am Heneted by the Board of Inland 
Revenue to state that in this case there are two transfers effected by 
the one document—(1) a transfer of the mortgage debt of £10,000, and 
(2) a transfer of the £5,700, the amount of the sub-mortgage. The board 
consider that under sub-head 4 to the head “ Mortgage, &c.” in the 
First Schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, the document is liable to duty 
at the rate of 6d. per cent. on the highest amount transferred, viz., on 
£10,000, the duty fins therefore, £2 10s., as claimed. 

I ain to express the board's regret for the delay in dealing with the 
n atter, and to state that no que-tion of penalty will be raised when the 
document is presented for stamping, on a reference being given to the 
number of these papers. 

I return the draft herewith.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient Servant, 

(Signed) F. MINNIS, for Secretary. 

Measrs. Collisson, Prichard & Barnes. 

[The Commissioners’ reply is plausible, but we doubt its sound- 
ness.—Ep, S./.] 


Indemnity Against Costs. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—In the recent case of House Property Company of London 
v. Whiteman (reported 1913, 2 K.B. 382), the decision is founded upon 
section 2 of the Limitation of Actions and Costs Act, 1842 (5 & 6 
Vict. c. 97). This section was repealed by the Public Authorities 
Protection Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 61), by express mention of the 
section in the schedule of enactments repealed. It may be that the 
words, “there shall be so repealed” in section 2 of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893, are regarded as restricting the 
extent of the repeal. In Chitty’s Statutes, however, the section of 
the Act of 1842 appears to be treated as repealed altogether, although 
the other view seems left open, but by no means clearly, in the com- 
mentary in that work on the Act of 1893. 

As no mention of the repeal is to be found in the arguments or 
judgments in the case referred to, it would be of interest to know how 
far the section in question can be regarded as operative. C. E. 5S. 

[See observations under “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 


Foreclosure Orders and Increment Value Duty. 


[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—I shall be much obliged if you will kindly let me know 
whether, in your opinion, a foreclosure order absolute requires 
stamping with the “Particulars delivered” stamp. You will 
observe that section 6 of the Finance Act, 1898, declares that the 
definition of a conveyance on sale in section 54 of the Stamp Act, 
1891, includes a decree or order for, or having the effect of, an order for 
foreclosure. By the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, it seems that, if the 
transaction is “ a transfer on sale,” it will require stamping with the 
“ Particulars delivered” stamp. I shall be glad to have the views 
of any of your readers on this question. SOLICITOR. 

July 16. 

[We should have said no; but in Devonshire and Samuel’s Duties 
on Land Values (p. 68) the question is treated as doubtful, and the 
authors incline to think that I.V.D. is payable.—Eb. S.J/.] 


George Borrow Memorial Fund. 


Special Legal Shilling Subscription. 


[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—Doubtless all your readers who take any interest in the works 
of George Borrow are aware of the Borrow Celebration Gathering 
recently held in Norwich. The committee in charge of the arrange- 
ments having determined to secure the house in which George 








Borrow lived in Norwich, and to equip it as a Borrow museum, the 
Lord Mayor came forward and most generously purchased the house 
and presented it to the City, the Corporation agreeing to maintain it 
as a permanent muséum; thereupon the appeal for the Memorial 
Fund was issued in order to put the house into repair, to furnish it 
suitably, and to obtain objects of Borrovian interest for exhibition 
therein. 

Acting on a suggestion made by Mr. Harvey Clifton, of New 
Court, Lincoln’s-inn, that solicitors are specially interested as being 
members of a profession referred to by Borrow as the “ honourable 
profession to which I was myself brought up,” I have, on behalf of 
the committee, opened a Special Legal Shilling Subscription in aid 
of the Memorial Fund. {fay I remind Borrovian solicitors that 
Borrow paid a fine tribute to Mr. William Simpson, the solicitor to 
whom he was articled, that he wrote to the Army Pay Office, “I am 
a solicitor myself, sir,” and that he spoke of our profession as one 
“which abounds with honourable men, in which I believe there are 
fewer scamps than in any other.” 

I therefore appeal with confidence to all solicitors who are also 
Borrovians to send me a contribution, and as Mr. Birrell says “we 
are all Borrovians now,” I hope to receive shillings in showers from 
solicitors throughout the country. I need hardly add there is no 
limit to the number of shillings. If the amount raised prove 
adequate, I shall endeavour to arrange for the preservation in the 
Borrow House of some record of the solicitors’ special fund. 

E. E. Biytu. 

11, Upper King-street, Norwich, July 10 


Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Commercial Law.—The Commercial Laws of the World. 
Vol. 10: North and Central America: San Salvador, Dominican 
Republic and Nicaragua. Vols. 13 and 14: North and North West 
Europe: Great Britain and Ireland, I. and IJ. British Edition. 
Consulting Editor, The Hon. Sir THomas Epwarp Scrurtron, 
Judge of the King’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice. 
General Editor, Witt1am BowstTeap, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 42s. net per vol. 


Law Quarterly Review.—Edited by Sir Freperi(k 
Potiock, Bart, D.C.L., LL.D. July, 1913. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 5s. net. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


LEAROYD OR DICK v. J. M. ALSTON’S TRUSTEES. 
16th and 17th June. 


Soricrror—AGEeNtT AND CLrent—Law AGENT TRANSACTING WITH CLIENT 
TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN LAW AGENT AND Wire oF CLIENT—WIFE 
Actina witHout Separate Apvice—No Evipence or Unrarr DEAt- 
ING ON Part or Law Acent—Loss or Moneys ADVANCED By WIFE— 
Craimm aGAInst Law AGENT FoR DAMAGES. 


A law agent acted for a client who was a partner in a firm, and 
also made the firm advances personally. He was, besides being a 
solicitor, the agent for the branch bank where the firm's banking 
account was kept, and in that capacity made advances to the firm and 
overdrafts. He also acted as solicitor for his client’s wife, who had 
property of her own. To assist her husband the wife made advances 
to the firm, and became surety in various transactions, in which money 
was advanced to her husband either by way of overdraft from the 
bank or from the law agent personally. During these transactions the 
wife had no separate advice. The firm became insolvent, and the 
wife, having lost all her money, brought an action against the law 
agent, alleging negligence on his part as her solicitor. The Lord 
Ordinary took the view that the case was the common one of a wife 
with separate means being induced by her husband to assist him to 
keep the business afloat. There was no evidence of any unfair deal- 
ing on the part of the defendant, and therefore he gave judgment for 
him. The First Division of the Court of Session (the Lord President. 
Lord Kinnear, and Lord Mackenzie—Lord Johnston dissenting) affirmed 
the Lord Ordinary. 

The House dismissed the plaintiff's appeal. 

Decision of First Division of the Court of Session (1911, S. C. 1248) 
affirmed. 

Appeal by Mrs. Mary Ann Learoyd or Dick, wife of an ironfounder, 
of Coatbridge, against a decision of the First Division of the Court 
of Session (Lord Johnston dissentiente) in favour of the respondents, 
the trustees of the late Mr. J. M. Alston, solicitor, a member of the 
firm of J. M. Alston & Son, Coatbridge. The proceedings below are 
reported 1911, S. C. 1248. The action was brought by the present 
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appellant to recover £10,000 as damages, the main ground of action 
being alleged breach of duty on the part of the late Mr. Alston, who 
had acted in certain transactions as her solicitor, as well as solicitor 
to her husband, Mr. John Dick, jun., and the firm of John Dick & Co., 
iron founders, of Coatbridge, of which firm Mr. Dick was a partner. 
The late Mr. Alston was also manager of the local branch of a bank 
at which the firm’s bank account was kept, and in that capacity had 
made advances to the firm and overdrafts. To assist her husband in 
his business, Mre. Dick had, out of her own money, made advances to 
the firm, and also had become surety for overdrafts from the bank 
and personal loans Mr. Alston had made tothe firm. During these trans- 
actions the wife had no separate advice. The firm of John Dick & Co. 
having become insolvent, and the wife having lost all the money she had 
advanced, she biought this action for damages, based on an alleged 
breach of duty on the part of the defendant as her solicitor. The Lord 
Ordinary took the view that the case was the common one of a wife 
with separate means being induced by her husband to part with these 
means in order to keep his business afloat, and the case would have 
been precisely the same if Mr. Dick had got some friend who ordinarily 
consulted Mr. Alston on legal business to become caution for a loan 
which the defendant was willing to make to Mr. Dick. He assoilzied 
the defender, and the Lord President, Lord Kinnear, and Lord 
Mackenzie on appeal upheld his decision, but Lord Johneton, who dis- 
sented, took the view that the transactions were beneficial to Mr. 
Alston. 


At the close of the appellant’s case, 

Lord Hatpane, L.C., in moving that the appeal shou!d be dismissed, 
said the appellant claimed against the late Mr. Alston that he had, 
acting as her law agent, improperly advised her with regard 
to certain transactions whereby she had suffered damage by his 
breach of duty, and, alternatively, that he, whilst occupying the 


position of law agent, had made a benefit which he was unable 
to retain. He should be sorry if anything which fell from 
their lordships should throw doubt upon principles which were 


well settled. Generally a claim that might be made by a client 
against a solicitor in a case of this kind miglit fall under three heads. 
In the first place it might be based on an allegation of negligence or 
damage arising out of a breach of duty. If the solicitor had acted 
for two clients in regard to the same matter, the law presumed that 
he had been swayed in his advice unduly, and that he had not given 
to the client who was charging him with negligence the assistance up 
to the standard which the client was entitled to have. The law rightly 
presumed the same in a case where a solicitor might also be concerned 
in his own interest. At the same time, generally speaking, the only 
remedy of the solicitor was to insist that a separate law adviser should 
be called in. Whilst that was a broad principle, it only applied when 
they had got the facts to which alone it was applicable. It assumed 
that the solicitor was acting as the legal adviser of the person charging 
him, and was acting through the transaction. As to the second head, 
under which a claim of this sort might be made—namely, the head 
of benefit taken by the solicitor, which the law did not allow him to 
retain. That, again, was a principle which the law applied with the 
greatest strictness. The solicitor was not allowed to take a benefit 
from his client arising out of a transaction in which he was the con- 
fidential adviser. The third head was that, if a solicitor, acting in a 
confidential capacity, gave advice to a client and was also transacting 
at the same time for himself, then the client had a very easy task if 
he or she sought to set aside the transaction, because the burden lay 
heavily on the solicitor to justify what he had done. That did not 
arise in this case. Their lordships had got to consider this case as 
falling for determination under the first two principlee—that of 
negligence or that of a benefit unduly taken. Their lordships must 
take it that the late Mr. Alston throughout figured in the transactions 
in this case as a legal adviser, no doubt, but only as an adviser who 
was called in to give advice on the technical trangactions and to carry 
through conveyances. But he was not a moving spirit in the trans- 
actions which Mre. Dick was trying to impeach. The beginning of 
the transactions seemed to have been with the late Mr. Alston as bank 
agent rather than as law agent. In the most important transactions 
in the case Mr. Alston did not act as Mr. Dick’s legal adviser. Mr. 


Alston h ische on of i ri 4 ic 
n had discharged the burden of proof in shewing that Mrs. Dick | tions, and the decisions arrived at and the reasons for them had not 
She was interested in | ’ 


was thoroughly aware of what she was doing. 
the future of the business almost to the same extent as her husband, 
and her prospects in life depended on his hopes being realized. He 
was convinced, Mrs. Dick was well aware of what she was doing in 
these transactions. The law agents were justified in taking the view 


that their opinion was not soaght, but all they were required to do | it 
of it. 


was to decide the proper form to carry out the transactions. When the 
circumetances were such as to shew that the burden of proof had been 
discharged by the person charged with the breach of duty of showing 
that the client was not acting upon advice given by him as solicitor, 
but was acting independently of him, and that she knew her mind, it 
would be pedantry to say that because there was an abstract rule the 
case must fall within it. The true view of the case was that they 
must have regard to the circumstances. Mrs. Dick appeared to have 

m a person capable of exercising her own judgment, and the con- 
sultation with the late Mr. Alston was a consultation of the most 
formal kind. 


_Lords SHaw, De Vittrers, and Movtrton concurred. 
dismissed, with coste.—Counset for the Appellant, 
A. MacRobert, and J. Macgregor. 
Millan, K.C., and D. P. Fleming. 


Appeal was 
Constable, K.C., 
For the Respondent, H. P. Mac- 
Acents, Hume, M’Gregor & Co., 








§.8.C., Edinburgh, and G. J. Strickland, London; Lang & Motherwell, 
§.S.C., Edinburgh, and John Kennedy, Westminster. 
[Reported by Exsxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


YOUNG (Pauper) v. NIDDRIE AND BENHAR COAL CO. (LIM.). 
17th June; Ist July. 


WerkMEN’s CompEeNsATION—INguR¥Y By AccCIDENT—‘‘ DEPENDANTs ’’— 
Purr CHILpREN DesERTED BY FATHER—DeEcReEB# OF ALIMENT UNEN- 
FORCED BECAUSE SvuccessFuLLY Evapep IN SPITE OF SEARCH— 
WorkKMEN’s CompEensaATIon Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58), section 13. 

A workman deserted his wife and children in 1907. During the neat 
two years he gave occasional small sums to or for the pupil children. 
He then, in 1909, went away, und a decree of aliment was obtained 
against him, and one small sum arrested out of his wages. He then 
disappeared, and successfully evaded search until he died by accident 
in April, 1911. A sum due to him for wages at the time of the acci- 
dent was paid to the widow after the death. 

Held, reversing the decision of Second Division of Court of Session 
(29 Sc. L. R. 518) that the question of dependency was one of fact for 
the arbitrator to decide, and that there was evidence on which he could 
find in the affirmative. 

Principle laid down in New Monckton Collieries (Limited) v. Keeling 
(1911 B. C. 648), mutatis mutandis applied. 


, 


Appeal by the ‘‘ dependants’’ from an order of the judges of the 
Second Division of the Court of Session, reported 49 Sc. L. R. 518, 
which reversed an award of Sheriff-Substitute Guy, at Edinburgh. The 
facts were as follows: The deceased workman deserted his wife in 
March, 1907, and went to reside elsewhere in the neighbourhood. 
During the following two years he gave small sums to the two pupil 
children and their mother, which, pro tanto, were contributions to 
their aliment. He then obtained employment as a miner at Castle 
Carey, and, as he was contributing nothing for the children, the mother, 
in June, 1909, consulted a solicitor at Falkirk, and through him made 
a demand on the workman for aliment for the two younger children. 
He promised to pay aliment, but did not keep his promise. “he 
mother then brought an action against him, and thereby obtained a 
decree entitling her to the custody of the pupil children, and granting 
decerniture against her husband for payment of the sum of £15 12s. 
per annum for each of the children, with legal interest until payment. 
The date of the decree was the 6th of September, 1909, the first in- 
stalment being made payable on that date. The mother lost no time 
in enforcing the decree, and on the 23rd of September, 1909, arrested 
17s. in the hands of her husband’s employers. To avoid further en- 
forcement of the decree, the workman left his employment, and un- 
doubtedly tried to conceal his whereabouts from his family, and suc- 
ceeded in so doing until he met with the accident while working for 
the respondent company in their coal mine at Portobello, N.B., which 
led to his death on the 22nd of April, 1911. After the accident he 
himself sent for his eldest son, but died before his son could reach 
him. The sheriff-substitute at Edinburgh awarded the appellant com- 
pensation, but the judges of the Second Division of the Court of 
Session held that the children were neither totally nor partially de 
pendent, and, setting aside the award, found for the employers. Hence 
this appeal. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Lord Haxpane, L.C., in giving judgment, said he thought there 
was evidence on which the sheriff-substitute could find that in fact 
there was dependency, and if this be so the finding of fact was 
conclusive. The true question in the particular case was whether 
there was, as one of the facts to be taken into account, an effective 
and valuable legal right? If there was such a, right, and there was no 
legal difficulty in the way of enforcing it, then the mere fact that a 
want of opportunity to resort to it, which might have proved only 
temporary, had reduced the mother and children for the time to living 
on charity, could not affect the conclusion that by the father’s death 
they lost something on which they could depend. There had been a 
good deal of divergence in judicial opinion as to what dependency 
meant. There had been a disposition to draw highly refined distinc- 


been always consistent. He thought that this tendency and its conse 
quences would be lessened if it was borne firmly in mind that the 
question was always primarily one of fact, on which the conclusion of 
the arbitrator ought only to be set aside if it was apparent that there 
was no evidence to support it, or ifserror in law appeared on the face 
He was of opinion that this was what the Act of Parliament 
had laid down as the principle to be followed, and that the intention 
therefore was to confine the power of review by the courts within the 
narrow limits he had indicated. On the facts as found here he thought 
that there was dependency within the meaning of the Act, and that 
the interlocutor of the sheriff-substitute must be restored. 

Lord SHaw and Lord Movrton read judgments to the same effect, 
and Lord De Vittrers concurred. 

Appeal allowed.—Counsex, for appellants, J. Robertson Christie and 
J.B. Young. Acents, R. & R. Denholm & Kerr, solicitors, Edinburgh, 
and John Cuthbert, London. Covunsex for respondents, 2. Munro, 
K.C., and Harold W. Beveridge. Acents, W. 7’. Oraig, writer, Glas- 
gow; W. & J. Burness, W.S., Edinburgh ; and Beveridge, Greig & Co., 
Westminster. 

[Reported by Ensxrns Rarp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Court of Appeal. 


that ‘‘Teofani’’ was improperly registered as a trade-mark, and we 


| allowed evidence to be adduced which was not before Warrington, J. 


Re TEOFANI & CO.’S TRADE-MARK; TEOFANI v. TEOFANI. No. |. 


llth, 20th, 24th, 25tn, 26ta June ; 10th July. 

[RADE Mark—ReEGISTRATION—SPECIAL APPLICATION—JURISDICTION OF 
Court to Remove Trape MARK ON THE REGISTER—REGISTRATION OF 
SURNAME AS A Distinctive Mark—Trapve Marks Act, 1905 (5 Epw. 
7, c. 15), ss. 9 (5), 35, 41, 4. 


Within the period of seven years limited by section 35 of the Act 


t the date of the original registration of a trade mark, it is open | 
» any aggrieved person to apply to rectify the register by the removal | 


of, and the court has jurisdiction to hear the 


of a mark complained 
registration made by the Board 


upplication, and reverse any order for 
ft Trade. 
A surname is not incapi bli 
tion 9 (5), but it should only be registered under exceptional circum 
i.e., where the 


of registration as a trade-mark under 


fai urname ia very uncommon, and has, wi jact, by 


long use he yme diatinetive of the goods jor which it ws sought to be 


requste red, 

Appeal from a decision of Warrington, J., of the 4th of December, 
1912, dismissing a motion by the applicant, Athanasius Teofani, that 
the Register ot Trade Marks might be rectified by removal of the 
mark therein registered for cigarettes by the respondents, Messrs. 
leofani & Co., Ltd.—viz., the surname ‘‘ Teofani.’’ The business 
of the respondents was 1 unded by Panajotti Teofani, a brother of 
the applicant, and Constantine Mericas, in 1887. The applicant was 
for some time employed as a clerk in the business, but left and went 
ibroad in 1906. ‘The respondents’ business was then converted into a 
which applied to register the word ‘‘ Teofani’’ in 
The applicant had 
manufacturer 
dealer in cigarettes, and the respondents brought 

against him for an_ injunction to restrain him 
made by or for him, as_ the 
which was granted by Warrington, J. 
This was also the subject of an ippeal. On the application to rectify 
the register, the learned judge held that the order of the Board of 
Trade was final and conclusive, and that he had no jurisdiction to 
reverse it. The applicant appealed against this decision and also 
contended that the word ‘‘ Teofani,’’ being a surname, was incapable 
of being registered as a trade-mark; and that it was not in fact 
distinctive of the respondents’ goods within section 9 (5) of the 
Trade Marks Act, 1905. The arguments on the first point of law, 
as to the jurisdiction of the court, were first heard and determined, 
and the court allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.: This is an appeal from Warrington, J., who 
has taken the view that it is not competent for him to allow a trade- 
mark to be removed in these circumstances. Messrs. Teofani & Co., 
who have registered a trade-mark for cigarettes, could not proceed to 
register it at all unless they obtained a passport, so to speak, under 
section 9 of the Act. The Board of Trade did make an order on their 
application that the registrar should proceed with the application. 
That being so, the registration went on in due course under section 41, 
the application was advertised, and the mark placed on the register 
without opposition. Teofani & Co. have commenced an action against 
the applicant, complaining that he is using their trade-mark, and 
asking for an injunction, and he has applied under section 35—a section 
framed in very wide language—to expunge it from the register. It is 
clear that A. Teofani is a person ‘‘ aggrieved ’’ by this mark remaining 
on the register. The learned judge seems to have considered that the 
order of the Board of Trade under section 9 (5) was good as against 
all the world, and that he had no jurisdiction to reverse it. With 
the utmost respect to the learned judge, I cannot assent to that view. 
In an application under section 35 the burden is on the applicant 
to shew that the register is wrong. To hold that the order of the 
Board of Trade is the one sort of order taken out of the scope of 
section 35 seems to me to be entirely mistaken. I may refer to the 
judgment of Neville, J., in Henry Thorne & Co. v. Sandow (29 R. P. C. 
440). His lordship read the passage referred to, and continued : 
That statement of the law I desire to adopt; it is plainly consistent 
with the authorities, and with the settled practice of the Court: Re 
Crosfield d Son's Application (1910, 1 Ch. 310), Re R. J. Lea’s Applica- 
tion (1913, 1 Ch. 446). Under the present Act, after the lapse of a 
certain limited time the mark becomes unimpeachable, but subject to 
that exception it seems to me to be open to any aggrieved person 
to object to a mark remaining on the register at any time. Upon this 
preliminary objection we ought to decide in favour of the appellant. 
The learned judge appears to have treated the matter as one in which 
there was an estoppel or judgment in rem. I need hardly say that 
nothing I have said must be taken to prejudge the merits of the case. 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred, and Swrnren Eapy, L.J., delivered judg 
ment to the same effect. 

The appeals then proceeded on their merits. The applicant’s appeal 
against an injunction in the passing off action was dismissed, and 
does not call for a report. Upon the question whether the name 
**Teofani’’ was capable of being registered, the court reserved judg- 
ment. ° 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.: We have already decided that it is compe- 
tent to the appellant to apply to rectify the register on the ground 


limited company, 
1909, and, there being 
recently returned and 
ot and 

in action 


no opposition, succeeded. 


started in business as a 


from passing off cigarettes 


respondents’ cigarettes, 


[he substantial question in this appeal is whether a surname can in 
any circumstances be registered as a trade-mark. That depends on 
the construction of section 9 of the Trade Marks Act, 1905, which 
defines registrable trade-mark. It mentions first certain marks which 
can be registered without any application to the Board of Trade or 
to the court, and next certain marks which can only be registered 
if an application is permitted to proceed by order ot the buard of 
Trade or the court. It is clear that a surname does not fall within the 
first class. For it is not within sub-section (1) ‘“‘the name of an 
individua!,’’ but only part of his name, and it is not within (4), because 
it is expressly excluded. It is, however, a ‘‘word’’ within (5), and 
as such becomes registrable if the Board of Trade or the court allows 


| the applicant to proceed. But it must be a ‘“‘distinctive mark,” 
| i.e., it must be 


‘adapted to distinguish the goods of the proprietor 


of the trade-mark from those of other persons.’’ It is in precisely 


| the same position as a geographical name, which has been held in 


this court to be capable of being distinctive, and therefore to be 
deemed a registrable mark if the order of the Board of Trade has 
been obtained. The judgment of Farwell, L.J., Jn re Lea’s Applica- 
tion (1913, 1 Ch. 453) is important on this poiut. For the present 
purpose I can see no distinction between a geographical name and a 
|} surname, except that I think that a surname is the more open to 
objection of the two. Where the surname is not that of the proprietor, 
| it is more easy to justify its claim to be a trade-mark than where the 
| surname is that of the proprietor. It is only in very exceptional cir- 
cumstances that such an application ought to be allowed to proceed. 
If my name is John Smith, the name Smith may indicate that the goods 
are not made by Brown, but it is not adapted to distinguish them from 
those of any other person who has the surname Smith; but the sur- 
name may be so peculiar, and its user may have been so extensive, that 
it has in fact become “ distinctive’’ of the proprietor’s goods. The 
clause at the end of section 9 seems to me to shew that it cannot be 
said that a surname is in no circumstances a registrable trade-mark. I 
am aware that the opposite view was taken by Warrington, J., Jn re 
Pope's Trade-mark (1911, 2 Ch. 382), and also, though less strongly, by 
Joyce, J., In re Lea’s Trade-mark (1912, 2 Ch. 32); but when this last 
case came to the Court of Appeal (1913, 1 Ch. 446), it was not contended 
that a surname is not per se registrable. So that the affirmance by this 
court of the decision of Joyce, J., cannot be taken to be an adoption 
of his view on this point. It is therefore open to me to hold, as I do 
hold, that a surname is not necessarily incapable of being a registrable 
trade-mark. And it seems to me that the present is one of those 
exceptional cases in which the order of the Board of Trade cannot be 
considered improper, although even in this case the Board might well 
have refused the application. The name ‘‘ Teofani’”’ is very uncommon. 
So far as I am aware, the predecessors of Teofani and Co., Ltd., and 
the present appellant, Athanasius Teofani, are the only persons of that 
name within the United Kingdom, and the user of that name as a trade- 
mark, for twenty years at least, has been so extensive as to have made it 
in fact distinctive for cigarettes. It is right to refer to eect. 44, which 
prevents the registration of ‘*‘ Teofani’’ from interfering with the 
bond-fide use by Athanasius Teofani of his own name. In my opinion 
the appeal must be dismissed. 

Kennepy and Swinren Eapy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counsex, A. S. Comyns-Carr; H. A. Colefax, K.C., and F. H. 
Maugham; Austen-Cartmell. Soxtcrrors, Carter and Bell; McKenna 
& Co.; Sdicitor to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DUNBAR v. HARVEY. No. 1. Y%6th and 27th June. 


MINING—STANNARIES—PARTNERSHIP OF Two PerRsons—‘‘ Company ”— 
WINDING-UP JURISDICTION—STANNARIES Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 
43), ss. 2, 28—STannaries Court (AsoLiTion) Act, 1896 (59 & 60 
Vicr. c. 45), s. 1—Compantes (Consotipation) Act, 1908 (8 Epw. 7, 
c. 69), s. 131 (5). 


A partnership constituted by agreement between two persons for the 
purpose of working tin and other mines in the county of Corn wall is a 
**company’’ within the meaning of section 2 of the Stannaries Act, 1887, 
and the county courts of Cornwall, which have succeeded the former 
stannaries court, have exclusive jurisdiction in proceedings taken for the 
dissolution of such partnership. An action brought with that object in 
the High Court was therefore dismissed with costs. 

Appeal of the plaintiff from a decision of Neville, J. (reported ante, 
p. 645). The plaintiff, H. Harvey, and the defendant, J. J. M. 
Dunbar, entered into partnership in December, 1912, for the purpose of 
working tin and other mines in Cornwall]. The partnership deed pro- 
vided, amongst other things, that the firm was to trade under the name 
of the Stannaries Mining and Smelting Company, the capital was fixed 
at about £5,000, and cheques were to be signed by either partner or 
by the “‘ purser,”’ in accordance with the laws and customs of the 
Stannaries. The partners agreed to observe the provisions of the Stan- 
naries Act, 1887, and all local mining customs binding on them. 
Disputes having arisen between the partners, the plaintiff commenced an 
action for a dissolution, and moved for the appointment of a receiver. 
The defendant opposed the motion on the ground that the judge of the 
Truro County Court had an exclusive jurisdiction to dissolve the partner- 
ship under the Stannaries Act, 1887, sections 2 and 28, and the Stan- 
naries Court (Abolition) Act, 1896, by which the jurisdiction of the 








‘Sc Oo 2 me 


— 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 57.] 687 





July 19, 1913. 





ancient stannaries court was transferred to the local county courts. 
Neville, J., upheld this contention, and dismissed the motion and the 
action with costs. 

Cozens-Haroy, M.R.: This appeal has occasioned a difficult but 
interesting discussion as to the true meaning and effect of the Stan- 
naries Act, 1887, section 28. It has been extremely well argued on both 
sides, and we are much indebted to counsel for their assistance. The 
Stannaries jurisdiction is a very ancient one, but it is not relevant for 
the purposes of this case to go further back than the Stannaries Act, 
1836, the preamble of which recognized that the Stannaries Court had 
an original equitable jurisdiction in matters concerning tinners and 
tin-mining, and by section 4 this jurisdiction was extended to any mine 
worked for copper, lead, or other metallic mineral. The Act contained 
a proviso that the jurisdiction was not to interfere with any pending 
matters in the High Court—a saving only of any suit or matter then 
pending in the courts. The policy of the Legislature has been nearly 
uniform throughout. The Companies Act, 1849, qualified the right of 
presenting a petition to the High Court for winding-up a mining com- 
pany worked on the cost-book system. The Companies Act, 1862, con- 
tained an express provision that the Stannaries Court should be the 
court to wind up companies engaged in working mines in Cornwall, 
but the Court of Appeal in Pe Silver Valley Mines (18 Ch. D. 472) 
held that this provision extended only to companies actually so engaged, 
and not to a company formed to work Cornish mines which had not 
in fact begun to work any. This rule was altered by the Stannaries 
Act, 1887, which forms a complete code on the subject. Speaking 
generally, a cost-book company was merely a partnership, members of 
which had special rights and privileges. Therefore, it was not un- 
natural to include partnerships engaged in or formed for working mines 
in Cornwall. By section 2 of this Act ‘‘the term ‘company’ means 
any persons or partnership body, joint stock company . . . whether 
corporate or unincorporate engaged in or formed for working 
mines within the stannaries ’’—a very wide definition. It is impossible 
t> doubt that that definition includes persons (two in number in the 
present case) associated together for the purpose of working mines in 
Cornwall. Passing through other sections, it is clear that some are 
limited to ‘‘ cost-book ’’ mines, and some are not. Then we come to 
section 28, around which the battle has raged. [His lordship read the 
section, giving the court of the vice-warden of the stannaries the same 
jurisdiction in the winding-up of all companies formed for working 
mines within the stannaries (unless also engaged in mining under- 
takings elsewhere) as had been exercised by the court under the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, section 81, in respect of companies engaged in work- 
ing such mines ; and proceeded :] That was an exclusive jurisdiction con- 
ferred on the stannaries court to wind up companies. We are asked 
to construe this section as if it contained words to show that the defini- 
tion section did not apply to it, and that is a view we ought not to 
countenance. It cannot be said that fhe jurisdiction conferred was ex- 
clusive in the one case—that of companies, and not exclusive in the 
other—partnerships. That being so, the action commenced in this court 
for dissolution of the partnership must be dismissed with costs, and 
the parties left to their remedy in the county court of Truro. 

Kennepy, L.J.. who called attention to the references in the partner- 
ship deed to the ‘“‘ purser’’ and the observance of the laws and customs 
of the stannaries, and 

SwinFen Fapy, L.J., who referred to the Companies Act. 1908, section 
131, and Re New Terras Tin Mining Co. (1894, 2 Ch. 344), delivered 
judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, Peterson, K.C., and Owen 
Thompson : Cyril Hartree. Sortcrrors, Nicholls, Herben & Co.: Alfred 
Pidduck. 

[Reported by H. Layaronp Lewis, Basrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re COZENS ; GREEN v. BRISLEY. Neville, J. 8th and 20th May; 
ae 18th June. 

TRusT—DECLARATION OF TRUST—IRREVOCABLE DECLARATION—TRUSTEE 
AND CESTUI-QUE-TRUST—WRITING SIGNED BY THE PARTY TO DECLARE 
THE TRUST—EQUITABLE CHARGE—NON-COMMUNICATION TO THE CESTUI- 
QUE-TRUST—- BREACH OF TRUST—APPROPRIATION OF SECURITIES BY DE- 
FAULTING TRUSTEE TO MAKE GOOD THE BREACH—STATUTE OF FRAUDS 
(29 Car. 2, c. 3), s. 7. 

Where a declaration of trust is relied upon, the court must he satisfied 
that a present irrevocable declaration of trust has been made. Where 
entries in pencil had been made in accounts kept by A, who appro- 
priated certain moneys of B, which pointed to the intention of A 
to charge a certain house with the moneys so appropriated, but which 
entries were not communicated to B and appeared to have been altered 
Jrom time to time, 

Held, that such entries did not satisfy section 7 of the Statute of 
Frauds, and accordingly that no charge on the house had been created. 

This was a summons to determine whether a valid trust or charge 
had been created by certain notes attached to some accounts, or 
whether the subsequent trustees of an estate had any priority as 
creditors of the estate of the former trustee who was dead in respect 
of trust funds appropriated by him. A. Cozens was sole executor and 
trustee of the will of John Short, who had died in 1890. He re- 
ceived considerable sums of money belonging to the trust, and had 
appropriated some of them to his own use. He had never given any 
account to the beneficiaries under Short’s will. He died on the 31st of 
December, 1912. His executor found among his papers certain accounts, 
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kept chiefly in pencil, relating to the trust, two of which related to 
capital. ln the first, among many entries of investments on mortgage, 
were entries giving the dates at which the sums were retained, the 
amounts under a column headed ‘ Principal,’ the word ‘* advance ’’ in 
a column headed * Particulars,’’ and the letters ‘‘ Ecc’’ in a column 
headed *‘* Mortgagor.”’ In the second account, which was headed 
‘** Capital Account,’’ the same amounts were entered. The first entry 
which had been altered in pencil was ‘‘ Cash advance to A. C. at 4 per 
cent. on security of 26 D. R., St. Hill.”’ The other sums were vari- 
ously entered as ‘*‘ Advance on Eq. Deposit or on Eq. D.’’; ‘* Advance 
ou Eq. D. to A. C.’’; or ‘* Advance to A, Cozens at 4 per cent.” The 
second account was carried down to a later date than the first, and 
contained some additional items retained. The total of the amounts 
retained was £442 12s. There were also rough income accounts shew- 
ing, as the fact was, that interest on the sums retained had been regu- 
larly paid to the persons entitled. Cozens was at the time of his 
death, and at all material times had been, the owner of a leasehold 
house known as ‘“‘ Ecclesbourne,’’ 26, Darenth-road, Stamford Hill. 
He died insolvent. New trustees were then appointed of Short’s will, 
and the executors of Cozens’ will took out a summons to determine 
the question whether the new trustees had any charge or lien upon 
the house ‘‘ Ecclesbourne *’ for the amounts misappropriated by Cozens. 
It was not disputed that the letters ‘‘ Ecc.”’ and the entry ‘26 D.R., 
St. Hill ’’ were intended to refer to this house and the initials ‘‘ A, C.”’ 
to Cozens. Counsel for the new trustees of Short’s will argued that 
A. Cozens had created a charge on his house, ‘‘ Ecclesbourne,” by 
declaration of trust in respect of the trust moneys he had appro- 
priated. Counsel for the unsecured creditors of Cozens contended that 
mere intention to create a charge was not sufficient, and that section 
7 of the Statute of Frauds had not been complied with. There was 
no finality about the entries in the account books. They were only in 
pencil, and appeared to have been altered and ought not to be relied 
upon. 

Nevtitte, J., after stating the facts, said: In every caee where a 
declaration of trust is relied upon, the court must be satisfied that a 
present irrevocable declaration of trust has been made, and where, as 
in this case, an interest in land is affected, the declaration must, by 
reason of section 7 of the Statute of Frauds (29 Car. 2, c. 3), be mani- 
fested and approved by some writing signed by the party enabled by 
law to declare it. In my opinion the absence of communication raises 
a strong inference against an intention to make an irrevocable declara- 
tion. I cannot find in this case any writing to satisfy section 7 of 
the Statute of Frauds (29 Car. 2, c. 3), and I am not satisfied by the 
evidence that there was ever any present and irrevocable intention on 
the part of Cozens to declare himself a trustee of his interest in 
‘Ecclesbourne’’ in respect of any of the misappropriated sums. The 
entries rather pointed to an intention to create a charge by a deposit 
of deeds, which was never fulfilled. Furthermore, having regard to the 
character of the entries, the fact that they are in pencil, and that 
some of them have been altered, I can only treat them as trial entries 
intended to endure if and so far as they might suit the interest of 
the defaulting trustee. I come reluctantly to the conclusion that the 
facts are not strong enough in this case to bring it within the decision 
in Middleton v. Pollock (1876, 2 Ch. D. 104), and the cases following 
it. Here there is not sufficient writing to satisfy section 7 of the 
Statute of Frauds (29 Car. 2, c. 3), and Cozens’ notes were never com- 
municated to anyone or intended to operate as an irrevocable charge. 
Hence the trustees of Short’s will have no charge on this house.— 
CounseL, F. C. Wynn Werninck; J. F. Carr; Whitmore L. Richards. 
Soricrtors, Tatham, Oblein, d&: Nash; Cautley Tatham. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


= . +] 
High Court—King’s Bench 
. in a 
Division. 
WATNEY, COMBE, REID & CO. (LIM.) v. BERNERS. Div, Court. 
4th July. 

LICENSING—INCREASE OF Duty UNDER Act or 1910—Ruicut or LEssEEs 
to Recover PortTION FROM GRANTOR—LESSEES NOT IN POSSESSION 
AND Not Licence-HotpeRs—Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (10 Ep. 7, 
c. £), s. 46—Finance Act, 1912 (2 & 3 Geo. V., c. 8), s. 2. 

The lessee “‘ holding’’ under a lease or agreement for a lease made 
before the passing of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and entitled to 


recover the sum mentioned in section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, is only 
the lessee actually holding the licence. 





Appeal from the Bloomsbury County Court. The plaintiffs were brewers 
suing Mr. C. H. Berners, the freeholder of a public-house the City of 
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The admitted facts were as follows : 
and hold the City of Hereford public- aan 


Hereford 


lessee s of 


The p laintifis are the 
being 37, Cleve- 


land-sireet, in the parish of St. Marylebone, in the county of London, 
under «@ lease of which the defendant was the grantor, dated 4th May, 
1904. By the said lease the defendant granted to the plaintiffs, their 
successors and assigns, the said licensed public-house for the term of 


twenty-one years from Midsummer, 1906, in consideration of the costs 
and charges which the plaintiffs had incurred in effectually repairing | 


buildings thereby demised, and in 


f £150. The 


the messuage or tenement and 


sideration of the yearly rent said lease 





or import any covenant, agreement, or undertaking on the part of the 
lessees under such lease to obtain a supply of intoxicating liquor from 
the grantor thereof. 2. The premium made up of the said costs and 
charg was not large, and no value was placed thereon in the amount 
claimed from the defendant by the plaintiffs before action, and the 
plaintiffs ar tent that the sum which they are entitled to recover 
from or deduct from any sum due to the defendant under section 2, 
of 2 and 3 Geo. 5th, chap. 8, shall be determined without reference 
thereto. 3. The said premises are let by the plaintiffs to one, William 
Emile Saile, the licensee and occupier of the said premises, by an 
agreement dated 4th January, 1911, for a period of one year from 10th 
January, 1911, and so on, from year to year, at a rent of £156 per 
annum. 4. By the said agreement the said William Emile Saile agreed 
to purchase trom the plaintiffs or their nominees, and of no other 
person or persons whomsoever, all ale, beer, porter, stout and other 
malt liquor, whether in bottle or otherwise, and all wines, spirits, and 
spirituous liquors and liqueurs that should be sold and consumed in, 
upon, or from the said premises. 5. Further, by the said agreement, 
the plaintiffs agreed with the said William Emile Saile to pay, and in 
fact do pay and have paid, the licence duty payable in respect of the 
licence held by the said William Emile Saile in respect of the said 
premises. 6. The duty payable in respect of the licence of the said 
premises prior to the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, was £30. ‘The said 


duty is now £64, and the increase of the duty payable in respect of the 
said licence under the provisions of the said Act is consequently £34. 
7. The rental value of the said premises unlicensed was at the date of 
the grant of the lease £87, at the date of the grant of the sub-lease £88, 
at the date of the coming into force of the Act of 1912, £89, and at the 
date o!1 the commencement of these proceediags £90. & lf the 


said licensed premises, unlicensed, that is to say, 
deducted from the rent of £150, payable 


estimated rent of the 


£87, £88, £89, or £90, be 


under the said lease in respect of the said premises licensed, the rent 
attributable to the licence is £63, £62, £61, or £60. ‘The principal 
cuestiot: in dispute was whether section 2 of the Act of 1912 appliru 
to a lessee who was not in occupation, anil was nit the holder of the 
iicence, but who had sublet to another person who was in occupation 
and was the licence-holder. The plaintiffs contended that it did, and 
the defendants that it did not. 


Riptry, J. : The question in this case arises out of the Finance Act 


of 1910, and the Finance Act of 1912. The Finance Act of 1910 is the 
governing Act, and the other Act of 1912 is merely one that follows 
and fills up some detaile, and adds some enactments tothe larger Act 
preceding it. One section of the Finance Act, 1910, had to deal with 
the imposing of duties on liquor licences, which were largely increased, 
and by sect. 46 the licence-holder, who was bound by any covenant, 


to obtain a supply of intoxicating liquor 
was to be entitled to recover as a debt 
had bound him to take the liquor 
increase of the duty as might be found to be 
rent of the licensed premises which was 
reason of the tie. There was, therefore, 
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something done in favour of the licence-holder as between him and the 
person who had tied him to take liquor. But nothing was said as to 
the question between landlord and tenant, which was left until the 
subseq ue Act Chis subsequent Act is to be read together with that 
which I have just been quoting from; that is to say, the Finance Act 
of 1912 to be considered together with the other one. The second 
section is the one that raises this difficulty. This section, as I read 

is on a different matter and on a different plane, and it is not connected 
in any necessary way with the former section. Section 46 deals with 
the tied agreement, and gives a relief proportionate to the tie, to the 
benefit reaped by that tie. This new section is between a person 


} 
lease 


holding a 


of tiel 


and a person who grants a lease, 
W hic h 


and it is not in respect 


premises, but in respect of premises are not tied. It 
says this: ‘‘ Where the licensed premises are held under a lease ”’ 
without a tic mpelling the licence-holder to take the beer from a y 
part iar person, then the lessee shall be entitled to recover as a debt 
from the grantor of such lease ‘‘so much of any increase of the duty 
payabie in respect of the licence... .as may be agreed upon as 
proportionate to any increased rent or premium payable in respect of 
the prenises being let as licensed premises ”; that is to say, he is to 
recover the whole of the difference which is represented by the existence 


of the licence; that is to say, the difference between the house without 
a licence and the house with one. That is what he is to be entitled to 
do as between himself and the person who granted him the agreement. 
The learned county court judge reads these two sections together, 
and he says I do that because I find it necessary to include 
under section 2 the person who is in the position of the brewers in this 
case.’" I mean, Messrs. Watney, Combe, & Co. They are persons who 
hold these licensed premises, and, therefore, they are entitled to re- 
cover from their landlord, from whom they hold an agreement without 


con- 


does not contain 














a tie, so much money as represents the increase of the duty as between 
them and him. ‘The result of that is that in the hands of Messrs, 

Watney, Combe, & Co. this section gives them larger rights and dif- 
ferent rights than it would give to the tenant as against them. It may 
be more, or it may be less, but they have got a totally different remedy, 
| and a different right as against the freehoider, Mr. Berners, than those 
| which the tenant has as against them. If we must reconcile these se 

tions, we must do so; and if it were necessary to hold that this section 
does apply to Messrs. Watney, Combe, & Co., there would be this serious 
difficulty, and I regard it as one; that they may make a profit out of 
it. I cannot believe that it was intended that they should make a profit 
out of it, nor was it intended that they should make a loss. I cannot 


| help thinking that when we have to read the two sections together we 
| can get out of the difficulty by paying a little attention to what is 


‘Where the licensed premises are held under a 
lease,’ and I think the whole of this section, as well as section 46, 
is to be read as meaning the licence-holder. As I have been saying, it 
is the licence-holder who gets the benefit ; it is the person who has got 
to pay for the licence who is being afforded a certain relief as against 
the person who has tied him to a certain agreement; and also under 
the new Act of Parliament against the person under whom he holds 
the lease. That shews, to my mind, that we ought to seek, if we can 

to define those words as applying only to persons who are requiring the 


meant by the phrase, 


remedy, and not to enlarge them to such an extent as will bring in to 


the remedy, and give a remedy to, the persons who do not want it. It 
is true that the brewer does come in in a certain sense within the 
meaning of those words : ‘*‘ Where the licensed premises are held under 
a lease.’’ He does hold the licensed premises under a lease in one 
sense, but he is not the holder of the licence, and he is not the holder 
of the licensed premises in the ordinary sense of the word. Where 
you speak of the licensed premises being held, I think it means being 
held by the person who holds the licence. I think we are not doing 
violence to the words of the statute. We should, if we held the oth 
meaning to be the right one, have found ourselves in the same diffi 
culties as the learned county court judge had to deal with, and out of 
which he escaped only in a way which left it open to the ‘appellant i in 
this case, as has been very clearly put by Lord Tiverton, to say : You 
have put such a state of things as having been created by the Legis 
lature as may give a profit or loss to the brewer, whereas the on:y 
intention of the Legislature was that the burden which they put on to 
the licence-holder should be shared by various different persons. Hence 
judgment ought to be given for the defendants. 


CoteripGE, J.—The question hag arisen on the interpretation of 
section 46 of the Finance Act, 1910, as supplemented by section 2 of 
the Finance Act, 1912, the two Acts being read together, and the second 
Act providing for something that was left unprovided for in the forme: 
Act. By the Act of 1910, section 46, the question of a tied house was 
dealt with, and in the case of a tied house the licence-holder is held 
to be entitled to recoup from the person to whom he is tied so much 
of any increase in the duty as is proportionate to the extra value pay 
able, whether by rent—that is, in the case of tenant and landlord 

or increased prices to brewers who have negotiated to supply under 
tied house terms. Now, that is payable by the brewer, whether he 
be landlord or not ; but the question then remains open as to what wes 
to happen in the case of a free house, and under section 2 of the Finance 
Act, 1912, in the case of a free house it was enacted that where licensed 
premises were held under a lease, the lessee could recover from the 
grantor of the lease, whether it be a lease or a sub-lease—at any rate, 
from his immediate grantor—as a debt due from him the proportionate 
part of the increase of duty due to the licence. In this case the house 
was let as a free house, and was sub-let by the lessee as a tied house. 
That has created difficulties on either hand. If section 2 applies to 
lessees other than licence-holders, then the sub-lessor may obtain, and 
in this case will obtain, profit from the Act, for the licence-holder 
cannot recover so much from the sub-lessor as the sub-lessor is entitled 
to recover from the superior landlord. On the other hand, if section 2 
applies only to the licence-holders, the sub-lessor may be made to bear a 
burden which he cannot recover from his lessor, who gains the benefit. 
Therefore, we are met with difficulties on either hand in considering 
this section. But I think the solution is this : The Legislature had in 
contemplation three parties. They had the licence-holder, they had th 
person supplying liquor under tied agreements, whether landlord or not 
and they had, thirdly, in view the immediate lessor of the licence 
holder. Those three parties they had in view. I do not think they 
had in contemplation any other parties, and inasmuch as the Act is 
entirely to relieve the licence-holder, and to relieve no one else, to 
make others share his burden, I think, when we come to conside1 
section 2, reading it into section 46 of the previous Act, it is quit¢ 
clear that, although it may have been held in other cases that holdiny 
and occupation may be different (and they are), still, where an Act of 
Parliament is dealing with the holder of a licence, and enacting clauses 
for his benefit and with his benefit in view, and where the Legislature 
describes licensed premises as being held under a lease, I think th 

must mean held by the licensee under that lease. I think it is the 
only, reasonable construction to place upon that section, and, if s0, 
then the consequences follow which have been indicated by my lord. 
The appeal will be dismissed with costs and judgment entered for th 


defendant.—Counset, for the plaintiffs, A. 7. Wootten; for the de 
fendunt, Lord Tiverton. Sorrctrors, Godden, Holme, & Ward; Laxton 
Morgan. 


(Reported by O. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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The New Land Taxes. 


‘Site Value”’ of Agricultural Land. 


The awards in the recent appeal to the referee in the Chells Case 
have been issued, and are printed below. From the transcript of the 
shorthand notes which the Land Union have been good enough to furnish 
to us we are able to give the following particulars :— 

Mr. William Allen (instructed by Messrs. Lewin, Gregory, & Ander- 
son) was counsel for Mr. Gavin M. Hunter, the appellant; and Mr. 
F. W. W. Kingdon (Assistant Commissioner of Inland Revenue) 
appeared for the Commissioners. 

The property was a farm consisting of a house, sheds, nine cottages, 
and about 468 acres of land in Hertfordshire, in the occupation of Mr. 
Gavin M. Hunter and his employees. According to the first provisional 
valuation the gross value was £11,920; the difference between gross 
value and the ‘‘ value of the fee simple of the land divested of build- 
ings, trees, &c.’’—i.e., the divested value—was £2,048 ; the full site value 
was £9,872. The capitalized deductions from gross value to arrive at 
total value were, perpetual rent, £26; tithe rent charge, £1,671; copy- 
hold enfranchisement, £148; restrictive covenant, £75; together, 
£1,920; leaving the original total value £10,000. To arrive at assess- 
able site value, the above difference between gross value and divested 
value—£2,048—had to be deducted from total value, leaving £7,952 
as the original assessable site value. The value of the land for agri- 
cultural purposes was entered at the same figure. An amended pro- 
visional valuation was made, the only change being the entry of £10,000 
as the value for agricultural purposes instead of £7.952—that is, the 
figure of the total value instead of the assessable site value. In a 
further amended provisional valuation the difference between gross 
value and divested value was raised to £4,620, leaving £7,300 as the 
full site value, and, deducting £4,620 from the total value, £10,000, 
this left the assessable site value at £5,380. The value for agricultural 
purposes was altered to £9,755, the change from £10,000 representing 
the capitalized value of the sporting rights. The questions raised on 
the reference where (1) whether the Commissioners had made the proper 
deductions in arriving at the divested value, and in particular whether 
the value of certain land drains and farm roads should be deducted ; 
(2) whether tenant right should be included in gross value or any other 
values; and whether, if so included, it should be deducted from total 
value as a matter personal to the owner or occupier in arriving at 
assessable site value; and (3) had the agricultural value been properly 
ascertained ? 


The following awards were made :— 
FINANCE (1909-10) ACT, 1910. 
Gavin Mitten Hunter AND THE COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. 
Herts. Graveley. No. 1209. 


Decision of Referee on Appeal.—The decision on the appeal, in respect 
of which the annexed notice of appeal, dated the 9th of September, 
1912, has been given, regard being had to the amended provisional 
valuations of the 2nd of September, 1912, and the 10th of March, 1913, 
and to the letter from Messrs. Lewin, Gregory, & Anderson to the 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue of the 13th of March, 1913, and the reply 
thereto of the 14th of March, 1913, copies of which are also annexed 
hereto, is as follows :— 

(1) The full site value should be £5,129. In arriving at this figure 
I have not allowed for the divestment of the agricultural drains or of 
the two roads. 

(2) The total value of £10,000, which has not been an issue in this 
appeal, should include the value of the tillages, &c., mentioned in the 
letter of the 23rd of November, 1912, to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue, signed by Mr. H. Trustram Eve. There should be deducted 
in arriving at the assessable site value from total value the sum of 
£450 in respect of such tillages under section 25 (4) (d). 

(Signed) DanteL WATNEY. 

33, Poultry, E.C., 3rd July, 1913. 


Gavix Minter HUNTER AND THE COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. 
Hertford. Stevenage & Walkern. No. 1209. (Graveley.) 
Decision of Referee on Appeal.—The decision on the appeal of the 
| 8th of October, 1912, in respect of which the annexed notice of appeal 
| has been given is as follows :— 

The value for agricultural purposes should include the value of the 
sporting rights (£245) and the value of the tillages (£450). I find this 
valut accordingly to be £10,000. Z 

: (Signed) DANIEL WATNEY. 
33, Poultry, E.C., 3rd July, 1913. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
STUDENTSHIPS, 1913. 

The Council, acting on the recommendation of the Legal Education 
Committee, has made the following award of studentships, of the 
annual value of £40 each, renewable at the discretion of the Council, 
subject to the conditions prescribed in the regulations :— 

Crass A. 
(Candidates under nineteen, who have obtained distinction in the 
Preliminary Examination.) 
[Mr. Newson was educated at St. 


Mr. Wiuu1mM Hitt Newson. ; 
David- 


Peter’s College, Westminster, and is articled with Mr. N. T. 


son, of London.] 
Mr. George Brinptey Avurrere Baker. [Mr. Baker was educated 


at Cheltenham College, and University School, Victoria, B.C.] 
Crass B. 
(Articled clerks having at least three years to serve.) 
Mr. Dovetas GeorGe Hazarp, articled with Mr. C. J. Haydon, of 
Bournemouth. 
Crass C, 
(Articled clerks having at least two years to serve.) 
Mr. Ernest JoHN Hornisiow, articled with Mr. Henry Collins, 
of Reading. 





By order of the Council, 
8. P. B. Buckni1, Secretary. 


4th July, 1913. 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 18th and 
19th of June, 1913. 

A Candidate is not obliged to take both parts of the Examination at 
the same time. 

First Crass. 


Morrish, Erie John. 





PASSED. 


| Briggs, Robert Henry David, Elfyn Williams 


| Butler, Alex William, B.A. Davies, Edward 
(Oxon.) Downey, Thomas Philip, B.Sc. 
| Campbell, William Edward Harri- (London) 
| son Eastwood, Ernest 
Chambers, James Frederick Murchie Fellows, Arthur Simpson 
| Cochrane, Robert James, B.A. Fox, William 
(Oxon.) Glover, John Grenside 


Halsall, Arthur 

Harris, Percy Graham 
Hazard, Douglas George 
Hughes, Arthur Price 
Jeffcoate, Frank Arthur 


| Cooper, Edward Victor Brodie 
| Cox, Cecil Hammond 

| Crawford, Robert Wigram 

| Cross, Philip Andrew 

| Dallas, William Frederick 





A NEW DEPARTURE IN FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


The form of Policy now issued by the ROYAT. EXCHANGE ASSURANCE is up t> 
date in every respect, and offers MANY ENTIRELY NEW AND ATTRACTIVE 
ADVANTAGES. 

Restrictive clauses hitherto appearing in all Fidelity Policies have been omitted, and 
the Po icy is free from all conditi ns likely to lead to misunderstanding or dispute. 

All Fraud or Di-honesty committed during the currency of the Policy is covered 
WHETHFR DISCOVERED BEFORE OR AFIER THE POLICY CEASES TO 
BE IN FORCE. 

The Insured is not liable to pay the costs of an unsnecessful prosecution. 

These extended benefits have been granted WITHOUT ANY ADVANCE IN THE 
PREMIUMS, which have always compared favourably with those charged by other 
first-class Offices. 





LEGAL AND GOVERNMENT BONDS. 

The Corporation is emoowered t) grant Bonds to all Departments of HIS 
MAJESTY's GOVERNMENT, the BANKRUPICY COURTS, and the COURTS OF 
JUSTICE. 

CONTINGENCY INSURANCE. 

Bonds of Indemnity are also issued in connection with MISSING DOCUMENTS, 
DEFECTIVE TITLES, and many other CONTINGENCIES. 

Bonds are issued with the NECESSARY PROMPTITUDE, and minimum terms are 
quoted to SOLICITORS, who are invited to communicate with the Corporation at the 
Heai Office or any of the Branch Offices, 





ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, A.D. 1720.) 


FIRE — LIFE — SEA — ANNUITIES -EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY PERSONAL ACCIDENT—BURGLARY-—FIDELITY GUARANTEE— 
PLATE GLASS-MOTOR CAR-BOILER-LIFT AND MACHINERY-—TRUSTEE AND EXECUTORS OF WILLS. 


Total Assets exceed £6,500,000. 


Total Claims Paid exceed £50,000,000. 


HEAD OFFICE: Royal Exchange, London, E.C. 


Law Courts BRANCH: 29 and 30, High Holborn, W.C, 


Wrst END BRANCH: 44, Pall Mall, 8.W 
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Johnson, teginald Egerton 
Jones, Ivor Wyn 

Jones, Owen Morris 
Judah, Sassoon Ezekiel 
Lawton, John Hardy 
Leathem, Walter Henry 
Lewis, Jose »h 

Long, Frank Lawrence 
Mercer, Thomas Milbourn 
Millar, William 

Morgan, Thomas Eyton 
Mumby, Charles 

Park, Jonathan Cyril 
Perring, John Robert 
Pollard, Charles Crossley 


Tue Fottowtnc CANDIDATES 


Abrahams, George Henry 


Arkell, Edward Norman Gwynn 


Bannister, Ernest 

Beec h, John Lesl f 

Bird, Stanley Treadgold 

Blagg, Francis Osmond 

Blight, Arthur Hendey 

Borrett, Percy Rygate 

Brodie, Benjamin Colin, 
(Oxon. ) 

Brooks, Henry James 


Brown, Alfred George Tasker 


Carswell, Hugh 
Carver, Alfred Cedric 


Castle, Basil Langford Harvey 


Caunter, Frederic Lyde 
Chadwick, Arthur George 
Charlesworth, William 
Crawford, Frank Spencer 
Curtis, Alec Charles 
Curtler, Walter Laurence 


Daw, William Fabyan Bennett, 


B.A. (Cantab.) 


Dickson, Joseph William Edmund, 


B.A. (Cantab.) 
Down, Cyril Nadolig 


Evans, Daniel Douglas Pole 


Farrell, Joseph 
Feather, John Wilfre d 


Fowler, Philip Alan, B.A. (Oxon.) S 
Gaskell, David Lyndsay Strannack 
Gray, John Milner, B.A. (Cantab.) T: 


Hare, Bernard Urmston 


Hatton, George Arthur Lyon 
Hellyer, Francis Edgcombe, 


(Cantab.) 
Household, Ernest Scott 
Howell, Vernon 
Hughes, Eric Yorath 
Hurrell, Hugh Swann 
Jones, Edward Wynne 
B.A. (Cantab.) 
Jones, Thomas Roberts 
Keefe, Cecil Henderson 


No. of Candidates 


Tue FoLttowi1nc CANDIDATES HAVE 
Book -KEEPING 


Arkle, Benjamin 
Atkinson, _ oo Albert 


Baggallay, Geoffrey Thomas 


Baldwin, Oswald Victor 

Batty, William Reginald, 
(Cantab.\ 

Berney, George Norman 

Bird, William 

Booth, Gerald Astley 

Bowman, Anthony Harvey 


Brandon, Ralph Cyril Lockhapt, 


B.A. (Oxon.) 
Brown, Norris Maltby 
Butt, John Alex Steuart 
Carn, William Edwin Blake 


Carlyon-Britton, Raymond Carlyon 


Chapman, James Taylor 


Clarke, Eskricke Jose »~ph 


Cockburn, Reginald Stapylton, 


B.A. (Oxon.) 
Cripwell, Cyril James 
Davies, Fairfax Llewellyn 
Deakin, William Moreton 


Dowding, Kenneth Tow nley, 


(Oxon.) 
Eagleton, Guy Tryon 
Farrow, John Worthington 





Meek, Benjamin Sutcliffe 

Arthur Mainwaring 

, Archibald James 
Norman, Duncan, B.A. (Cantab.) 


% le mh ~Jennings 


on, William Richard 

, Joseph, B.A. (Oxon.) 
; Bertram Gledhill 
Thomas, Clarence 


Owen, Rowland Hely 
, Cyril William Gregory 


», Henry Arthur Wyatt, B.A 


’ William Jackson 
Wilson, Graham Popkin, Roland Gilbert 


Raworth, Richard Galpine 
No. of Candidates 

Arthur Drummond Cookes 

Law Society’s Hall, 


. Charles Radfirth 


», Edward Hayden 


. He as rt Edward 
Arthur Alexander Russell 
sarford, George Edmund 


, Frank Ossian Walter, 


, William Stanley , Maxwell Cornish 


th, William Desmond 
Alfred Ernest James 
, Edwin Raymond 


Tr, Benduaie William, 
meg B arker, 


Ritson, Ch * s Fre deri 
eginald Ernest Nott, 
, Henry Norman Hugh 
. James Henry Clifford 

mn, William Harold 


, William Dover Way 
Bulgin, Reginald 


e, Charles Edward 


William Gerald 


, William Lees Percival \ ) g 
», Christopher Haworth, B.A. 


, William Hooton 
Geoffrey Francis Edward 
, Ronald Maxwell 

Thomas Howard 

, Cyril Frederick 


Clark, Walter Trevelyan 
Clegg, p, Norma Mitchel 


Cook, Dudley Stafford 
. Edmund Ventris 

, Edmund Charles Trimmer , John Power Hicks 
», Randolph Somers, , George Henry Wilson 
Dalton, Robert Cecil 
D’Angibau, William Edward 
Davies, Arrol Ewart 

Davies, Reginald Thomas 

is, Arthur Harvard 

, Leonard Cyril Carrington 


Dillon, Malcolm Alexander Meldon 


Archibald Stanley 


L ~ we ely n, George William Thomas 


re, Charles lorwerth 
‘i Ivan Amphlett Edwardes 


, Henry Thornton Evans, John Dawe 





Read, Ralph Irving 

Robinson, Charles Keith 

Rushton, Wilfred Oates, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Salter, George 

Sankey, Charles Edward 

Sayer, ‘Humphrey 

Scott, Albert Walter 

Shearman, Walter West 

Southgate, Compton 

Stephens, Edward William 

Tarr, Francis Nathaniel, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Thomas, William Oliver 

Thomson, George Wilfred Russell 

Wincer, Ivor Letts 

170. Paesed ... 128. 


By order of the Council, 


S. P. B. Bucknit, Secretary. 


London, W.C., 
4th July, 1913. 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 
The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination, held on the 16th and 17th of June, 
3 ° 


Farnfield, Dudley Herbert 

Farrell, Hugh, B.A., LL.B 
(Cantab.) 

Follett, Eustace Lionel 

Foot, Robert William 

Francis William Richard 

Freeman, George William 

Furniss, Arthur Sanderson, LL.B. 
(Sheffield) 

Fyans, Thomas Joseph 

Gallaway, Leslie Kemplay, LL.B. 
(Victoria) 

Gates, Eric Chasemore 

Graham, Charles Ronald, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Greenburg, Albert Lewis 


. Greenwood, Harry Wright 


Greenwood, Josey th James Gledhill 

Gunn, Lionel Le By B.A., LL.B. 
(Cantab. 

Hackett, Percy James 

Haines, Bernard 

Halliday, Colin 

Hancock, Frederick Basil 

Hanson, Thomas Reginald 

Harrison, Edward Cayley, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Harrison, John 

Hay, John Heriot, B.A. (Oxon.) 


. Heald, Thomas Lane Claypole 


Heane, Arthur Francis 

Heard, Stuart Leighton 

Henderson, Alan Leslie, B.A. 
(Oxon. ) 

Heywood, Leonard John, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Hickman, Terence, B.A., LL.B 
(Cantab.) 

Hill, Richard Arthur Mervyn 

Hobbs, William George 

Holcroft, Cyril Walter, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Howitt, Hugh Thomas 

Hughes, Arthur James Lloyd 

Hughes, , Joseph Leonard 

Hughes, Wiliam Richard 

Hunt, William Julian 

Hutchinson, Hanley 

Inglis, Stanley 


A. Ireland, Duncan 


Jacks, Harold 
Jackson, Cyril 
Jackson, Francis Leonard Hunter 
. Jolly, George William Ernest 
Jones, Glendower 
Jones, Herbert James Hiley 
gonse, William Richard 
Kains, Tom de Shurland 
Kendrick, Thomas Luson 
Kenshole, Ivor Charles 
Kerwood, Philip Malcolm 
Kinsey-Morgan, Edward Cecil 
Knight, . Alfred. Gordon, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 
. Knight, Frederick Guy 
Lake, Walter Ivan, B. 4 (Cantab.) 
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june, 


hill 
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Law-Green, Charles Theodore 

Ledward, George William 

Ledward, Jocelyn Charles, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Lester, Charles George 

Lewis, David Godfre 

Llewellyn, Edward Alfred Robert 

Lloyd, Alfred Hugh 

Lloyd, Geoffrey Poppleton 

Longden, Frederick Cecil, B.A. 
(Durham) 

Louch, John Trevelyan 

Lucas, Alfred Eyre Owen, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

Lugg, Albert Samuel 

Mackrell, George Vincent 

Marley, Reginald William 

Marshall, William, B.A., LL.B. 
(Cantab.) 

Martin, Hubert Sinclair, LL.B. 
(London) 

Martin, Oswald Norman 

Masters, Charles Walton 

Mather, Noel Edward 

Meeson, Claude 

Meggeson, Richard Ronald Horn- 
sey, B.A. (Cantab.) 

Metcalfe, Frederic William, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

Miller, Matthew Rowlatt 

Morant, William Miles 

Morris, Archibald John 

Mowll, John Hewitt 

Neal, John, B.A., LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Nicholson, Thomas Edward 

Norden, Horace Montague 

Norris, Arthur Gilbert 

Nunn, Ronald Lloyd, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Orchard, George Frederick 

Paton, Mervyn David Jenkins 

Pawson, David Owen, B.A., LL.B. 
(Cantab.) 

Peacock, David Francis 

Peake, Colin 

Pearman, Richard 
(Cantab.) 

Pegge, Wilfred John 

Pemberton, Charles Leigh 

Penny, Arthur Raymond 

Perks, Graham 

Perry, John Cyril, B.A. (Cantab.) 

Popple, James Alexander Marsden, 
B.A. (Oxon. ) 

Power, Basil Roy 

Pratt, Cecil Myers 

Pumphrey, Arnold 

Roscoe, William, B.A., 
(Cantab.) 


No. of Candidates 


Carrol, B.A. 


LL.B. 


Russell, Arthur John Godfrey, 
B.A. (Oxon.) 

Rust, Arthur Arnold, B.A, 
(Cantab.) 


Scott, Herbert James 

Sharman, John 

Sharp, Aubrey Temple 

Smart, Guy Ross 

Smith, Alfred Cecii Denison, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

Smith, Bernard Joseph 

Smith, Herbert William Thomas 

Smith, Leonard Danvers, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Smith, Samuel Percy, B.A., LL.B. 
(Cantab.) 

Snape, Leslie Ninian Llewelyn 

Spink, Edward Holt 

Taylor, John 

Thomas, Charles 

Thompson, Alan Brodrick, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

Thompson, Charles Audley 

Thompson, Edward Redfern 

Times, Wilberforce Onslow, B.A. 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Treasure, Frank Pope 

Turnbull, Edwin Laurence, B.A. 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Turner, John Johnstone 

Turner, Leonard Vane 

Turner, Michael Howard 

Upton, Arthur 

Vertue, Guy Naunton 

Wadeson, Henry Harman 


Wagzgett, John Leslie M.A. 
(Oxon.) 
Wallis, Owen Bernard, B.A. 


LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Ward, Thomas Ottiwell, 
(Liverpool, ) 

Watkins, Vivian Holmes 

Watts, Walter Frederick 

Webster, William 

Weeks, Harry 

Whitty, Reginald Ramson 

Wilkinson, Charles 

Willcacks, Roger 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Williams, Douglas 

Wilson, Bassett FitzGerald, B.A. 
(Cantab.) 

Wilson, Joseph 

Wood, Carl Sutcliffe 

Wood, Charles Bertram 

Wood, Sydney George 

Yates, Arthur Blacklock 

Yates, James, LL.B. (Liverpool) 


247. Passed ... 203. 


LL.M. 


Final Examination on the 7th and 8th of April, 1913. 
Addition to the list published in April laet. 
Walter Herbert Hanson. 


By order of the Council, 


Law Society’s Hall, 


Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


4th July 





8. P. B. Bucknut, Secretary. 


’ 


, 1913. 


Hussey, B.A., 


Legal News. 
Changes of Partnership. 


Dissolution. 

Cuartes Henry CumBerLanp, Ropert SINGLETON GARNETT, and 
Ric#arp Reprern Lecumerr James, solicitors (Darley, Cumberland, & 
Co.), 36, John-street, Bedford-row. June 30. So far as concerns the 
said Charles Henry Cumberland, who retires from business. 

[Gazette, July 11. 

CiemMeNt Uprerton, Ropert Dennis, Witt1amM Hittron PerkKIN, and 
Rosert OLpHAM Burnett, solicitors (Upperton & Co.), 14, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, London. March 31. (Gazette, July 15. 





Information Required. 


JOHN HICKMAN (deceased).—To solicitors and others.—Any 
person having the custody of, or who can give any information as to, a 
**will’’ or other documents of the late ‘‘ (Isaac)’’ or John Hickman, 
of No. 1, Farquhar-road, Upper Norwood, who died on the 12th of 
June, 1913, is requested to communicate with F. Stuart Clark, 85, 
Gresham-street, London, E.C., Solicitor. 


— ee 


General. 


Alderman and Colonel John Humphrey and Mr. Deputy Painter, 
the new Sheriffs of the City of London, who assume office at Michaelmas, 
have appointed as their Under-Sheriffs Mr. J. D. Langton, solicitor, of 
2, Paper-buildings, Temple, and Mr. H. W. Capper, solicitor, of the 
Cripplegate Institute. 

The final proposal, says the Times, embodied in Mr. Bryan’s plan 
for a world-peace has been published. It suggests the maintenance of 
the status quo in military and naval preparations during the investiga- 
tion of international differences, which, however, is not to be obligatory 
when a third party threatens either of the contracting parties. 

The Institut de Droit International will meet for an important week's 
work at Oxford from the 4th to the 9th of August, under the presi- 
dency of Professor T. E. Holland. The ,vice-president is his Excel- 
lency Mil. R. Vesnitch, Minister Plenipotentiary for Servia in France, 
and the general secretary M. Albéric Rolin, professor at Ghent. 

At Highgate Police Court on Monday, John Holding, seventeen, of 
Winifred-place, North Finchley, was charged with stealing a golf ball, 
valued 2s. 6d., belonging to the North Middlesex Golf Club, on whose 
links at Friern Barnet he was employed as a caddie. Mr. Frank Beal, 
clerk to the magistrates, asked who was the prosecutor. Detective 
Rogers said it was the secretary of the club; but he was not present. 
Mr. Beal said he knew of no law by which a lost ball could be said 
to be property vested in the secretary of a club, and the prosecutor 
was not present to place his view before the Bench. The magistrates 
dismissed the charge. 

In the House of Lords, on Wednesday, the Earl of Portsmouth 
asked the Government whether, in view of the fact that recent decisions 
had been given by the referees against the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue in important test cases where questions of principle arising out 
of the administration of the Finahce (1909-10) Act, 1910, were being 
raised, they would give instructions that the service of the provisional 
valuations now, being made under such Act be postponed until the 
questions at issue in the cases referred to had been disposed of in the 
High Court, and the correct basis for making the valuation finally 
ascertained. It was not a matter of party politics, said the noble earl, 
but a question of reason and justice in the administration of the Act. 
It was surely unreasonable and unfair to continue the service of these 
provisional valuations when they might be upset and altered at any 
time. Lord Strachie said that notice of appeal was being given against 
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HOTELS, 


RESTAURANTS, CLUBS, 


HOTEL 


Messrs. HOWLAN D & CO., spi TErs, 


Valuers, Rating Surveyors and Auctioneers, 


MAKE A SPECIALITY OF THE 


SALE AND VALUATION 


PRIVATE HOTELS, 


HYDROPATHIC AND 


BOARDING ESTABLISHMENTS throughout the United Kingdom and Abroad. 


VALUATIONS for Transfer; Loans on Security of Mortgage or Debenture Issue; Arbitration and Compensation 
Cases; Assessment Appeals; Probate and Succession Duty; Fire Loss Claims; Partnership and Company purposes. 
BUSINESSES INVESTIGATED. 


Offices: 


Telephone Nos.: GERRARD 723 and 724. 
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4, BLOOMSBURY STREET, W.C. 


Trunk Calls only : REGENT 2590. 


(One door trom New Oxford Street.) 
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the decisions to which the noble lord referred, and unless and until 
they were absolutely confirmed by the Courts they did not involve the 
abandonment in any particular of the basis on which valuations were 
at present conducted. It was not, therefore, proposed to suspend the 
service of provisional valuations on account of them. Arrangements 
would, however, be made to ensure that owners who for the preserva- 
tion of any rights they might claim gave notice of objection to pro- 
visional valuations on account of the adoption of principles called in 
questions by the decisions should be put to as little trouble as possible 
in the matter. 


Way Pay Rent’ Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Lrurrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 














Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reorsreans is ATTENDANCE OF 


Date EmeroEycy Arrzat Covar Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
2 TA. No. I, Joros. Wakatveron. 
Monday July 21 Mr Farmer Mr. Leach Mr Greswell Mr Charch 
Tuesday ...... 22 Synge Goldsch mide Church Farmer 
Wednesday ... 23 Charch Borrer Leach Goldsch midt 
Thursday...... 24 Greswell Synge Borrer Leach 
Friday ......... 25 Jolly Farmer Synge Borrer 
Saturday ..... . 6 Bloxam Church Jolly Greswell 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Juatice 
ate. Nevitwix. Evs. SaRGayt. Asrevry. 
Monday July 21 Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmidt 
lay .....°22 Jolly h Borrer Bloxam 
aon Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 
24 Farmer Jolly Bloxam Chorch 
. 25 Charch Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 
26 Goldschmidt Synge Farmer Leach 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


J uly 21.—Mr. Wm. Hoverron, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Site (eee adver- 
tise ment, page iii, Jane 21). 

July 22 .—Mesers. Depewnam, Taweon & Co.,at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property 
(see advertisement, rage iii, June 28). 

July 22.—Merers. Hamrron & Sons, at the Mart Country Residence (see ad vertise- 
ment, back page,July 12). 

July 23, 24, 20, 30, 3).—Mesere. Humpentr & Furr, at the Mart: Freehold Estates 
an 4 properties (see advertisement, front page, May 31 and back this week). 

July 23.—Messrs. Tuuncoop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2; Freeho'd Town House 
and Freehold Ground Rents (see advertisement, page 654 July 5, back page July 12 
and thir week). 

July 20.—Meeers. Reywoups & Eason, at the Mart, at 1: Improved Rental (see 
advertisement. back nage, July 12). 

July 20.—Mesers. Weatuerstt & Gaeen, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Properties, 
&c, (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions, &c. 

Mesers. H. EB. Fosrzn & Onawrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
nterests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when the followinz 
lota were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 





To One-third of £9,177 - om om 7 aun on Sold £1,110 

To One-quarter of £5,100 and One-third of £1,200 ee ome fh 

To One-sixth of £17,314 ... eco ose eve ove coe we £465 

To One-fifth of about £4,000 oss ose ons ose ms -— « £190 
REVERSIONS— 

To One-twelfth of £8,772 ., ove om ‘ on ese “a « £405 

To a moiety of £14,000 _.... eco ese eco one one coo «6p «68,88 
ANNUITY of £100 for 17 years eee ee oe ccs om oo 6s £990 








> . * 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep 1m Omanorer. 

London Gasette—FRIDAY, July 11. 

ANGLO-NORWEGIAN ALUMINIUM Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank 
Collard Potter, 28, Victoria st, Westminster, liquidator. 

F. W. DONKLEY Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 5, directed to be heard 
July 22. Appleton, Portugal House, Portugal st, solor fur the petnr. Notice of 
ey must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of July 21. 

G. M. OI FIRLDS, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 3, directed to be 
heard July 22. Church & (o, 46, Lincoln's inn fields, solors for the petor. Notice of 
opens must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of July 21. 

HOME AND FOREIGN INVESTMENT AND AGENCY CO, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims. to Thomas Bullimore, Queen st Norwich, liquidator 

IMPROVED. MECHANISMS, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 7, directed to be 
heard July 22. Fieeman & Son, 23, Bedford row, solors for the peturs. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of Ju > 

LESLIZ R. SAUNDERS Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 27, directed to 
be heard July 22. Alpe & Ward, 3, Serjeants inn, Temple, solors for the petnr. 





Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the 


PREMIER UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION, LtTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 29, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts of 
claims, to F. G. Van de Linde, 4, Fenchurch av, liquidator. 

PkESTED MINERS GAS-INDICATING ELECTRIC Lamp Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, 
presented July 8, directed to be heard July 22. Bishop & Fenton-Jones, 76, Kingsland 
High st, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appesring must reach the above named not 
later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 21. 

NEWCASTLE GRINDSTONE AND PULPSTONE Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frank Scott Oliver, 32, Grainger st West, Newcastle upon Tyne. Keenly. 
side & Forster, solors for the liquidator. 

UNoL, Lrp.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 7, directed to be heard July 29. 
Veasey & Co, 8, Queen st, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 21. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TuxEspDAY, July 15. 


ANGLO-ORIENTAL PROMOTIONS, LtD.—Creditors are uired, on or before July 23, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Robert Freeman. 6*, Coleman st, liquidator. 

MARINE FIBR¥S AND YARNS, LTp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 5, directed to be 
heard July 22. Simpson & Co, 49, Queen Victoria st, so'ors for the petnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the aiternoon of 
July 21. 

NATIONAL WEEKLY, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tu W. B. Pearson, ¢ 
Suffolk st, Pall Mall East, liquidator. 

STERLING ENGINEERING AND AUTOMOBILE Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to George Henry Lambert Volans, 2, Albion pl, Leeds, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FripayY, July: 11. 


MEXICAN SMELTING CORPORATION, LTD. 

W. J. PATCHETT, LTD. 

WESTBOURNE MoTorR Co., LTD. 

MUREX MAGNETIC Co, LTD. 

MounT KEMBLA COAL AND OIL Co., LTD. 

NARCISSUS STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

SHEFFIELD AND HALLAMSHIRE BANK LTD. (Amalgamation). 
ALLUVIAL TIN Co. (NIGERIA), LTD. 

8S, A. L. C. STEAMSHIP Co, LTD.} 

K.B.O. SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SHERBROOKE SYNDICATE, LTD. 

G. H. Peet & Sons, Lrp. 

RENONG DREDGING Co, LTD. (Reconstruction.) 

TYNE RING SPINNING Co, LrD. 

STANDARD UNION TRUST, LTD. 

MANCHESTER COASTING AND GENERAL SHIPPING Co, LTD. 
CORNHILL CONTRACT CORPORATION, LTD. 


London Gazette—TUESDA7, July 15. 


SoutH LANCASHIRE BRICK MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCIATION, LTD. 
GATHERCOLE Bros, LTD. 

VALLORA & Co, LTD. 

B.Q.M. SYNDICATE, LTD. 

THOMAS HOLDEN & Co, LTD. 
ANGLO-ORIENTAL PROMOTIONS. LTD. 
AMMONAL EXPLOSIVES (1908) LTD, 
PETROLEUM PROMOTIONS, LTD. 

BELLE OF IRELAND STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
BELLE OF SPAIN STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
ANGLO-FRENCH TRAWLING Co, LTD. 
NATIONAL WEEKLY, LTD. 

“ ALTAIR” Sup Co, LTp. 

TEMMA TIN, LTD. 

Wa. Jounson & Co, Lp. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—FrRiIvAyY, July 11. 


ADAM, CHARLES Fox FREDERICK, Wilton cres, Belgrave sq Aug 21 Farrar & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fieljs 

BAGSHAW, JOSEPH, Earl Sterndale, Derby Aug 23 Bennett & Co, Buxton 

BANKS, MARY ANNE READING, Moretonhampstead, Devon Aug 12 Brutton, Bedfo-d 
1Oow 

BARRETT, EsIZABETH, Convent of Mercy, Alpha, Kingston, Jamaica, West Indies Oct 
20 Sheehy, Coleman st 7 

BLACKMAN, FRANCES Mary, Camden hill rd, Norwood Aug 31 Hicklin & Co, Trinity 
sq, Southwark : 

BLAYNEY, GEORGE CHARLETON, Newcastle upon Tyne, Wine M-rchant Sept 1 
Keenlyside & Forster, Newcastle upon Tyne 

BROUGHTON, EDWARD Pratt, Honiton Clyst, Devon Augil0 Gould, Exeter 

BROWN, WILLIAM, Queensbury, nr Bradford, Carrier July 14 Duguid, Aberdeen 

BURKE, ULIOK JOHN, Newton Valence, Hants Aug 9 Downie & Gabden, Alton, Hants 

BURN, JOHN LANDER, South Shields Forthwith Mabane & Co. South shields 

BUTLER, ELIZABETH, Middleton, Lanes Aug 16 Robinson, Oldham 

Cox, KpWIN, Salford, Lancs, Joiner Aug 26 Eaton, Manchester — 

Crins, WILLIAM, Neath, Glam Augi2 Morgan & Co, Neath, Wales 

CROKER, NICHOLAS, Lacock, Wilts July 31 W J & D Awdry, Chippenham 

CUMMING, JOHN, Plymouth Aug 9 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth - . 

DANIELL, ARTHUR Woops, Burton rd, Brondesbary, Middix Aug 11 Walker, Wat- 


ling st 
Donne, WILLIAM, Leigham Court rd, Streatham Aug 14 Biddle & Co, Alderman: 


bory ‘ 
Dyk8, WILLIAM BANFIELD, Bridgwater, Butcher Aug 12 Chapman & Son, Bridg- 
water 
EDWARD, JOHN, Llangollen Aug 22 Minshall & Co, Llangollen 
ForD, WILLIAM, Ashburton, Devon July 13 Tucker & Son, Ashburton , 
GARDEN, HARRIETT SUSAN, Ingatestone, Essex Aug 23 Eardley & Co, St James’ pl 
GAYAN, JAMES, Renisiaw, Derby, Cattle Dealer Aug16 Jones & Middleton, Chester 


field ; 

GOMERSALL. JAMES BUTLER, Liversedge, Yorks Aug 11 Iveson & Macaulay, Heck- 
mondwike 

HAMER, ELIZABETH, Old Radnor, Radnor Sept 1 Vaughan, Builth 

HAMMOND, HENRY EDWARD, Hants Sept 7 Allen, Portsmouth 31 

HAREWOOD, RICHARD FREDERICK, Rossiter rd, Balham, Solicitor’s Clerk July 





afteruoon of July 21, 





Robinson & Co, Lancaster pl, St; 
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HARRISON, ABEL, Derby, Coal Merchant July 23 Smith & Sons, Hyde 
1S0N, MARTHA, Plumstead, Kent Augil Habershon & Co, 110, Cannon st 

Hagkt, HENRIETTA ANNE, Bournemouth Sept1 Park<r & Co, 34 King Willia o st 

HxNDERSON, ARTHUR WILKINSON, Bradfor3, Hosier Aug 1 Womersley, Leeds 

HENRY. Manchescer, Consulting Eogineer Aug 10 Jackson & Newton, 

Manchester 

Hoop, WILLIAM Hoae, Liverpool Aug 7 Gregson & Sharman, Liverpool 

fosKINS, THOMAS, Old Colwyn, Carnarvon Aug 30) Porter & Co, Col vyn Bay 

HUNTER, MARIANNE, Lowestoft Aug 16 Holt & Taylor, Lowesto:t 

JggmyN, WILLIAM REYNOLDS, Clifton, Bristol, Veterinary Surgeon Aug 11 
& Waterman, Bristol 

Lang, Kats, Clifton, Bristol Aug8 Pomeroy & Son, Bristol 

Lawson, JOSEPH HENRY, Buxton Aug 23 Bennett & Co, Buxton 

Les, Rev WILLIAM, Heavitree, Devon July 31 J & S P Pope, Exeter 

Legs, JANE, Bury Augill Clegg, Rochdale 

LgEs, —_ SmiTH, Newton, Hyde, Chester, Insurance Agent Augi19 J & P Hibbert, 


Nunneley 


Hyde 
Legs, JoHN THOMAS, Jericho, nr Bury Aug 11 Clegg, Rochdale 
LILLEY, WILLIAM EADEN, Cambridge Aug 3) Esden & Co, Cambridze 
LockWOoD, ELIZABETH, East Bradenham, Norfolk July 3u Girliog & Co, East Dere- 


ham 

LOWTHIAN, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Holand rd, Kensington Aus il Downey & Linnell, 
Conduit st 

LYALL, — - 7 ae Sir ALFRED ComyN, KCB Quesn’s g', Aug 21 Oliver & Lyall, 
Cornhil 


LYALL, CORNELIA ARNOLDINA, LADY, Queen’s gt Aug 21 Oliver & Lyall, Cornhill 

MARTINO, COMMENDATORE EDUARDO DE, Hon CVO Queen's ter, St John’s Wood Aug 
12 Richards & Co, York pl, Portman sq 

MARTINO, ISABEL MARIA DE, Queen’s ter, St John’s Wood Aug 12 Richards & Co 
York pl, Portman sq ' 

MEREDITH, WILLIAM SEABROOK, Batheaston, Somerset Aug7 Ballard, Clifford’s inn 

Monegy, ALICE EMILY, Byficet Rectory, Surrey Augl6 Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd 

MONTMORENCY, SUSAN DE,Greenwich Aug 23 Jackson & Co 

NasH, SWAN FREDERICK, Eton av, Hampstead Augill Fielder, & Co 

NICHOLLS, CHARLES ‘Birmingham, Perambulator Manufacturer Aug 11 Ryland 

&C 


PeakT, WILLIAM, Bruce Gr, Tottenham Sept 1 Burrows, High rd, Tottenham 
PINKERTON, ROXANA, P.ttsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA Aug 10 Hemsley & Co, Old 


Aug 11 Habershon 
Tatham 


QUARTERMAN, Rev JOHN KIPLING, Shooters hill rd, Blackheath 
& Co Cannon st 
Rak, KATHERINE GODFREY, Avenue rd Swiss Cottage Aug 12 
Bedtord row 

RANSFORD, CHARLES, Lytham, Lancaster Aug 16 Lonsdale, St Anne's on the Sea 

RAYMOND, ELIZA, Hove, Sussex Aug 30 Birt & Son, Town Hall chmbrs, Southwark 

SELVEY, CLARE MARIE, Moseley, Worcester Aug 20 Mason & Son, Birmingham 

SHACKLE, WILLIAM, Sonning on Thames, Berks Aug 9 Barrett & Son, Slough 

SKINNER, JOSEPH, Kennington Aug 30 Birt & Son, Town Hall chmbrs, Southwark 

SLADER, FRANCES, Bridport, Dorset Augi18 Nantes & Maunsell, Bridport 

STANLEY, ROSA MAUDE, Tu :bridge Wells Augl2 Greenip & Uo, Tunbridge Wells 

STOKES, HORACE, Stalybridge, Carrier July 31 Thompson Staly bridge 

TAYLOR, ANNA, Selby, Yorks July 29 Bantoft, Selby 

TaoMas, WILLIAM, Dalton in Furness, Lancs July 31 Tyson, Dalton in Furnese 

THORLEY, MARY, Tutbury, Staffs July zi Cull & Co, Ashbourne 

TOMLIN, Mary, Hastings Avug25 Tyler, Ciements inn 

TOWLER, REUBEN, Bedale, Yorks Aug 25 ED & BW Swarbeck, Bedale 

TREVITHICK, KICHARD FRANCIS, Southampton Aug 12 Page & Gulliford, Southampton 

TURNER HERBERT, Southport, Fancy Draper Aug 15 Williams, Southport 

VIGEON, HENRY, Plumstead Aug 1l Habershon & Co, Cannon st 

Vi@vE, THOMAS AI-LABIE, Cheltenham Septl Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 

WALMSLEY, HENRY LORD, Dewsbury, Yorks, Woollev Printer Aug 15 Ridgway & 
Ridgway, Dewsbury 

WARD, JOHN FULLER, Elspeth rd, Clapham Aug 23 Truefitt & Francis, Bedford row 

WATERMEYER, AUGUSTA SMEDMORE, Leamington Spa, Warwick Aug 20 Wontner & 
Sons, Bedford row 

Watson, EDWARD, South Hill park, Hampstead Aug 11 Croft & Mortimer, Cole- 
man st 

WELDON, CHRISTOPHER EDWARD, Bournemouth Aug 30 Tubbs, Aldersgate st 

WEST, ARTHUR ANDERSON, Theydon Bois, Essex Aug 5 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 

WEST, HELENA, Southsea Aug 14 Allen, Portsmouth 

WHITE, WILLIAM ROGERSON, CB, MB, BA, Warblington, Havant, Southampton Aug 25 
Tyler, Clement's ina 

WHYSALL, WILLIAM, Grantham Aug 16 

WILLCOX, ELIJAH, Hednesford, Staffs, Labourer 

WILSON, MARY ANN, Dalton in Furness July 31 Tyson, Dalton io Furness 

Woop, WILLIAM WHITE, Outwood, Wakefield Augi19 Piews, Wakefield 

WOOLLC MBE, ELLEN, Clifton, Bristol Aug 29 Watts & Co, Newton Abbot 

YOUNG, SARAH FULLERTON-MONTEITH, Blakesley av, Ealing Aug 16 Wheeler & Co 


& Hardy 


White & Son, Grantham 
Aug 4 Baker & Meek, Willenhall 





Burlington st 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


POWELL, V J, Liverpool, Dentist Liverpool 


BAGULEY, FREDERICK, Moreton in Marsh, Hotel Keepe™ | 


Banbury Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

Brrcw G F & Co, Sheffield, Timber Merchants Sheffield 
Pet June 17 Ord July 9 

BOOKER, WATSON, Derby, Sheffield, Postal Van Contractor 
Sheffield Pet July7 Ord July 7 

BRIMMING, SAMUEL JOHN, Saltash, Cornwall, Poulterer 
Plymouth PetJuly 9 Ord July 9 


BROWN, BLYTH, Wanstead, Essex High Court Pet June | 


14 Ord July 8 

CHAPMAN, CALEB, Freemantle, Southampton, Butcher 
Southampton PetJuly 7 Ord July 7 

CHAPMAN, CECIL, Grays, kssex Chelmsford Pet June 7 
Ord July 7 

CRAWLEY, ISABELL, Bawtry, Yorks 
Ord July 

Doman, THOMAS, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Maker Sheffield 
Pet Julys Ord July 8 

Drake, JoHN, Wyke, Bradford, Drugzist Bradford Pet 
July9 Ord July 9 

Duss, ERNEST, Bridlington, Painter Scarborough Pet 
July8 Ord July 8 

GOULDING, ‘BENJAMIN, Great Eastern st, Fancy Goods 
Merchant High Court Pet July4 Ord July 9 

JACKSON, Louis, Apperknowle, Derby. Retired Innkeeper 
Chesterfield Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

— Marky, Liandudno Bangor Pet July 9 Ord 

uly 9 

LLEWELLYN, HuGH GEORGE, Porthcawl, Giam, Milk Pur- 

veyor Cardiff? vet July8 Ord July 8 


Lincoln Pet July 9 


LOVEDAY, WALTER FREDERICK, Birmingham, Hotel 
Keeper Birmingham Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
MANSFIELD, LESLIE A, Norwich, General Outfitter Nor- 


wich Pet May 31 Ord July 5 





Paternoster row 








Moss, FREDERICK CHARLE, Middlewich, Cheshire, Cattle 
aler Nantwich Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
EPPER, EDGAR ASKEW, Cheimsford, Baker Chelmsford 
Pet June 26 Ord July 0 
P 2 
Ord July 8 ica 
RoG&RS, FREDERICK, Cheddingtos, Bucks, Poultry Farmer 
u Luton Pet July7 Ord July 7 
SHEEHAN, WILLIAM ALBERT, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer’s 
Ha lier Tredegar Pet July8 Ord July8 
SIDDERS, FREDERICK JOHN, Maidstone, Commercial Tra- 
veller Maidstone Pet July5 Ord July 5 
TRENCHARD, ARCHIBALD ROBEXT, Downend, Glos, Grocer's 
_ Assistant Bristol Pet July9 Ord July 9 
YAN DE POELE, GEORGES, C ssington, Leicester, Horse 
Agent Leicester PetJuly 9 Ord July 9 


| WADSWORTH, WYNDHAM, Manchester, Engineer's Agent 


| 
WATSON, 


MaRcH, JAMES, & Co, Savoy st, Strand High Court Pet 


May 8 Ord July 9 


MILNER JONES, E, sournemouth, Barrister at Law Poole | 


Pet June 13 Ord July 4 


Manchester Pet June7 Ord July 9 

WALKER, C&AkLEs, Coventry, Mining Contractor Coventry 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

WALKER, JOSEPH, Attenborough, Notts, Draughtsman 
Derby Pet June 27 Ord July 7 

ROBERT WILLIAM, Ripon, Yorks, 

Northallerton Pet June 26 Ord July 8 


Farm:?r 


{FIRST MEETINGS. 


BALER, HvGo, Sheffield, Razor Grinder 
Off Rec, Figtree ln, sheffield 
BALMFORTH, WILLIAM HENRY, Huidersfield, Pork Butcher 
July 19 at 10 Huddersfield Incorporated Law 
Sl room, Imperial arcade, New st, Hudders- 
e 


July 23 at 11.30 


BECKR&TT, JABEZ, Steeple Claydon, Bucks, Haulier 
July 19 at 12 1, St. Aldates, Oxford 
BISSETT, WALTER, York, Baker July 21 at 3 Of Rec, 


The Red House Duncombe pl, York 

BRADBURY, WILLIAM, Derby, Painter July 22 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 12, St Peter's churchyard. Derby 

BROWN, BLYTH, Wanstead, Essex July 21 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CHAPMAN, CALEB, Freemantle, Southampton} Butcher 
July 21 at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chiabrs, High 
st, SouthamLton 


) COLBORNE, ARTHUR JOSEPH, Swindon, Builder July 21 at 


3 Great Western Hotel, Swindon 
CoomBs, FRANCIS SIMON, English Bicknor, Glos, Builder 
July 19 at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 


Mon 

DRAKE, JoHN, Wyke, Bradford, Druggist July 21 at 11 
Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

DUNN, ERNEST, Bridlington, Painter July 22 at 12 Off 
Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

FLoYD, FRANK Rust, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Corn Merchant 
July 23at11 Court House, King’s Lynn 

GOODACRE, LAVINIA ANN, Falkingham, Lincoln 
at 11.40 Law Courts, Peterborough 

GOULDING, BENJAMIN, Great Eastern st, Fancy Goods 
Merchant July 21 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


July 2 


st 

HALL, WILLIAM Henry, Leeds, Grocer’s Manager July 
21 at 11 Ovf Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

HARROP, ARTHUR, New Mills, Derby, Coal Merchant July 

21 at 12.15 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, stockport 

HOLMES, JOHN, Sheffield,Grocer July 23 at 12.30 Off Rec 
F gtree In, Sheffield 

HuGHEs, FREVEKICK CHARLES, Fenny Compton, Warwick- 
shire Baker July2lat3 Off Kec, 8, High st, Coven- 


try 
| JAMES, HENRY, Redruth, Cornwall, Licensed Hawker 


July z2at12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

LLEWELLYN, HUGH GRORGE, Portcaw 1, Glam, Milk Purveyor 
July 19 at ll 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

LOWNDES,SFRANCIS WHITE, Wealdstone, middix, Dairyman 
July z2at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bed'ord row 

MARCH, JAMES and Co, Savoy st, Strand 
Bankruptcy blidgs, Carey st 

MAY, CHARLES, Leiga on Sea, Essex, Builder 
Shire Hall, Chelmsford 

Moss, FREDERICK CHARLES, Middlewich, Chester, Cattle 
Dealer July 19 ac 12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastie 
Staffs 

ORGILL, HARRY, Sheffield, Grocer July 23 at 12 Of Rec 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

RAY, CHARLES EDMUND, Cark in |Cartmel, Lancs, Mining 
Engineer gJuly 23 at 11.80 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st 
Barrow in Furness 


July 21 at 12 


Aug 6 at 2 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 1880. 


MOORGATE STHRADT, LONbDowm, 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Murigages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, 


*pplication. 


will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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SIDDERS, FREDERICK JOHN, Ma‘dstone, Commercial 
Traveller July 22at 11.30 9, King st, Maidstone 


SKETCHLEY, FRANK HorSMAN, Nottingham, Teacher of 


Music July 19 at il 
Nottingham 

VAN DE POELE 
Accent July 21 at3 

WALKER, CHARLES, Coventry, Mining Contractor 
at 3.15 Off Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 

Watsos, Ropert WILLIAM, Ripon, Farmer July 21 at 
3.15 Unico n Hotel, Ripon 

WHATTON, ALBERT HENRY, Newcast'e-under-Lyme, Iron 
Merchant July 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castle-under-Lyme 

WILLIAMS, LEONARD LLOYD, Liananno, Radaor 
12.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Off Rec, 4, Castle p!, Park st, 


GeoRrGES, Cossington, Leicester, Horse 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
July 21 


WORRELL GxorGE, Great Grimsby Fish Merchant July 12 | 


at 11 Off Bee St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 8: 

Belt, WILLIAM Moork, Ringwood Hants, Poul'ry Farmer 
July 17 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmobrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
FREDERICK, 
Banbury 


Moreton in Marsh, Glos, Hotel 
Pet July 8 Ord July 8 
tOOKER, WATSON, Sheffield, Postal Van 
Sheffield Pet July 7 Ord Ju'y7 
BRIMMING, SAMURL JOHN, Saltash, Cornwall, Poulterer 
Plymouth Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
CAYLESS, STANLEY CLIFFORD, Victoria st, Westminster 
General Dealer High Court Pet April 30 Ord July 7 
CHAPMAN CALEB, Freemantle, Southampton, Butcher 
Southampton Pet July 7 Ord July 9 
CORNELL, FRANKLIN, The Haymarket High Court 
June6 OdJuly 9 
CRAWLEY, ISABELL, Bawtry, Yorks 
Ord July 9 
Wiper, AvGusrTR, 
Court Pet Avril 11 
DOMAN, THOMAS, Sheffield, 
Pet July 8 Ori July 8 
DRAK&, JouUN, Wyke, Bradford, Druggist 
July 9 Ord July 9 
DUNN, ERNEST, Bridlington, 
July 8 Ord July s 
HUGHE’, FREDERICK CHARLES, Fenny Compton, Warwick 
shire, Baker Warwick Pet July 3 Ord July 9 
Jackson, L UIs, Apperknowle, Derby Chesterfield 
July 9 Ord Jaly 9 
JACKSON, WALTER JOHN, Wan-tead, Essex, Builder 
Coat Pet June 7 Ord July 9 
Jones, MARY, Landadno Bagnor 
July 9 
Kina, Arntuur W, Raynes Park 
rey Pet June 13 Ord Jaly7 
LLEWELLYN, HoGa Gerorer, Porthcawl, Glam, Milk 
Purveyor C rdiff Pet July 8 Ord Juty 8 
LOVEDAY, WALTER FREDERICK, Birmingham Hotel keeper 
Birmingham PetJuly 9 Ord July 9 


BAGULKEY, 
Keeper 
Contractor 


Pet 
Lincoln Pet Jaly 9 


Devonshire sq, Merchant H gh 
Ord July 8 


Cabinet Case Maker Sheffield 


DE 


Bradford Pet 


Painter Scarborough Pet 


Pet 
High 
Ord 


Pet July 9 


Surrey Kingston, fur 


Moss, FREDERICK CHARLES, Middlewich, Cheshire, Cattle 


Dealer Nantwich Pet July7 Ori July 7 

NURSALL, WILLIAM, Sandiacre, Derby, Farmer 
Pet June 23 Ord July 7 

ROGERS, F REDERICK, Cheddington, Bucks, Poultry Farmer 
Luton PetJuly7 Ord July 7 

SHERMAN, WILLIAM ALBERT, Tredegar, Mon, 
Haulier Tredegar Ord July8 Pet July 8 

SIDDERS, FREDERICK JOHN, Maidstone, Commercial Tra- 
veller Maidstone Pet Jalv5 Ord July 5 

TRENCHARD, ARCHIBALD ROBERT, Downend, Glos, Grocer’s 
Assistant Bristol Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

WALEER, Jos*PH, Long Eaton, Derby, Draughtsman Derby 
Pet June27 Ord July 7 

WILLIAMS, LEONARD LLOYD, Liananno 
May 22 Ord July 8 


Derby 


Grocer’s 


Leominstet 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aveustvus, Richmond, Commercial Clerk 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


ANDRE, SIDNEY 
Wandaworth 


ANTHONY, ELIAS RicHaRD, Cambridge, Baker Cambridge | 


Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
AsHwortH, C F, Manchester 
Ord July 11 


Manchester 


July 19 at | 


Pet | 


P.t May 27 


ASHWORTH, 8 W, Kingston on Thames Kingston, Surrey 


Pet Jaly 10 Ord July 10 
Boon, FREDERICK/GEORGE, West Lynn Saint Peter, Norfolk 
Butcher King’s Lynn Pe* July 11 Ord July 11 
| CAVILL, Henry, Walton, Somerset, Grocer Weils Pet 
July 11 Ord July 1 
Cox, WILLIAM, Caversham, Reading, Draper Reading 
Pet Julyli Ord July 11 
DAvVig‘, Davip Jous, Briton Ferry, Glam, Insurance 
Agent Aberavoa Pet July 12 Ord Juy 12 
DAVIS, JOHN,Swansea, Confectioner Swa se: 
20 Ord July il 
Du CaNk, CHARLES H C, Beaufort gdns, Brompton rd, 
High Court Pet Feb 13 Ord July 11 
ELLIoT?T, CHARLES, Hindley, Lancaster, Grocer Wigan 
Pet July8 Ord July 12 
Forp J H and Co, Landor rd, Stockwell, Furn'shers 
Court Pet June 4 Ord July 11 
FRYER, SYDNEY, Stanwell, Farmer Kingston, Surrey Pet 
June 19 Ord Jaty 12 
| GipBs, ARTHUR WHITrK, St Dunstan's Hill 
Pet April 16 Ord July 11 
GREEN, ERNeEstT, Chesterfield, Confectioner 
Pet July 12 Ord July 13 
HAGEN, 8 WARNER, St Albans, Gentleman 
Pet June 16 Ord July 11 
Hisatns, J D, Miiverton rd. Brondesbury Park 
Court Pet June 24 rd July 12 
Hopson, THEODORA C, Richmond mans Ezrl’s Court 
Spinster High Court Pet Juve 24 Ord July 11 
IRELAND, BENJAMIN PErER, St He'en's, Lancashire, Cooper 
Liverpool Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
JOHNSON, FREDERICK, Newsham, Cambridge, Electrical 
Engineer Cambri’ige PetJune lz Ord July 12 
Jones, ALFRED, Berkhamsted, Herts, Builder 
bury Pet Juy 12 Ord July 12 
PAGE, FREDERICK CANE, Burnemouth, Coal Me chant 
Poole Pet June 24 Ord July 10 
PRATT, George EDWARD, Ipswich, Teacher of Music 
Ipswich Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Pet June 


High 


Hish Court 
Chesterfield 
Hi:h Court 


High 


Ayles- 


Purpy, JOHN Ronert, South Shore, Blackpool, Manager 
| Preston 


Pet June 13 Ord July 11 
Seton, A St Joun, Warwick rd, Eurl’s Cou t 
Pet May 7 Ord July 10 
| SHAKESHAFT, CHARLES ROBERT, Gayton, Northampton, 
Licensed Victualler Northampton Pet July 11 Ord 
July 11 
TATHAM, ARTHUR JOHN, Sternhold av, Streatham Gill, 
Member of the London Stock Exchange High Cour 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
THOMAS, JOHN OWEN, Wavertree, Liverpool, Post Office 
Sorting Clerk Liverpool Pet June 27 Ord July 10 
THE ToNBAR DARNING MACHINE CoMPANY, Fiusbury pv, 
Dealers in Fancy Goods High Court Pet Mar 19 
Ord July 10 
TRESIAS, ALFRED JAMES, Southbourne, Emsworth, Sus- 
sex, Groce r Brighton PetJualy 11 Ord July tt 
Wenster, Tom, Ashton under Lyne, Timber Merchant 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Jane 25 Ord Jaly 9 
WHITFIZLD, ALBERT ARTHOR, Bury, Lancs, Coal 
chant Bolton Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
WILKINS, HERBERT GEORGE, Gloucester, Insurance Agent 
Gloucester Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANDRE, SIDNEY AUGUSTUS, Richmond, Commercial Clerk 
July 23 at 1L 132, York ri, Westmins er Bridge rd 
CRAWLEY, ISABELL,|Dawtry, Yorks July 2441 12.30 Off 
Rec, 10, Bank st, Linco’n 
DAVIES, JOHN, Swansea, Confectioner July 24 at 11 
Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 
CANE, CHARLES H C, Beaufor. gins, Brompton rd 
July 24ati2 Bankruptcy bi gs, Carey st 
ELLWwoop EMMA, Sheffield, Confectioner’s 
July 23 at 1 Off Rec, Figtree In Sheffield 
Forp J H & Co, Landor rd, Stockwell, Furaishers July 
24 at il Bankruptcy bid.s, Carey st 
Gipss, ARTHUR WHITR, Dunstan's hif July 25 at 1 
| Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
HAGEN, 8 WARNER, St Albans July 23 at | 
bldgs, Carey st 
| Hreains, J D, Milverton rd, Brondesbury Park July 25 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Ilops 8, THEODOR \ UC, Richmond mans, Earls Coart July 
23at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
| IRELANvL, BENJAMIN PETER, St Helens, Lancs, Cooper 
July 25 at 11.30 Of Rec, Unioa Marine bidgs, 11, 
Dale st, Liverpool 


High Court 


Mer- 


Off 


Du 


Manageress 


Bankruptcy 








204th Year of the Office. 
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Cpeod from Paley dated LMR 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
Heap Orrics: 


FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., EC. 
lasarances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


| PLATE GLASS, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
A. W, COUSINS, District Manager. 





Jongs, Maky, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Cook July 24 at 
12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

LOVEDAY, WALEER FREDERICK, Birmingham, Hotel 
Keeper July 23 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 19), Cor. 
poration st, Birmingham 

MANSFIELD, LesLiz A, Norwivh, General Outfitter July 
23 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King s', Norwich 

MILNER-JoNBS, E, Bournemouth, Barrister at Law July 
23 at 3 Sc Petcr’s Small Hall, Hinton rd, Bourne. 
mouth 

Nixon, JOHN, Lemington, Mo-eton in Marsh, Farmer 
July 24at12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

PaGE, FREDERICK CANE, Boarnemouth, Coal Merchant 
July 23 at 2.30~° 8. Peter's Small Hall, Hinton rd, 
Bournemouth 

POWELL, V J, Waterloo, Liverpool, Dentist July 23 at 1 
Otf Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, D le st, Liverpool 

PRATT, GEORGE EDWARD, Ipswich, Teacher of Music July 
23 at 2.45 Off Rec, 34, Princes st Ipswich 

ROGERS, FREDERICK, Cheddington, tucks. Poultry Farmer 
July z3at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Seton, A St Joun, Warwick rd, Earl's Court July 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carcy st 

SHEEHAN, WILLIAM ALBERT, Tredegar,Mon, Grocer July 
23at1l Of Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

TATHAM, ARTHUR JOHN, Sternhold av, Streitnam Hill 
July 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

THOMAS, JOHN OWEN, Wavertree, Liverpoo', Post Office 
Sorting Clerk July 25at1l1 Off Rec, Union Murine 
bldgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

THE TONBAR DARNING MACHINE COMPANY, 
pymt, Dealer in Fancy Go.ds July 23 at 1 
raptey bidgs, Carey st 

TRENCHARD, ARCHIBALD ROBERT, Downend, Glos, Grocer's 
Assistant July 23 at 11.30 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

TRESIAS, ALFRED JAMES, Southbourne, Emsworth, Sus- 
sex, Grocer July 23 at 3 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough 
p!, B:ighton 

WALKER, JosEPH, Attenborough, Notts, Drauzht:man 
July 24 at 1130 Off Ree, 12, St Peter's churchyard, 
Derby 


Finsbury 
Bank- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANDRE, SIDNEY AUGUSTUS, Richmond, Commercial ( erk 
Wandsworth Pet July 10 Ord Jaly 10 

ANTHONY, ELIAS RICHARD, Cambr-dg:, Baker Cambridge 
Pet July 10 Ord July lo 

BincH, GILBeRT Fitzroy, Fargate, Sheffield, Timber 
Merchant Sheffield Pet June 17 Ord July 11 

BOON, FREDERICK GEORGE, West Lyno Saint Peter, Nor- 
folk, Butcher King’s Lynn Pet July 11 Ord July il 

Brereton, J E, Ammanford, Medical Practitiouer Car 
marthen Pet May 27 Ord Juy lil 

CAVILL, HENRY, Walton, Somerset, Grocer Wells 
July 11 Ord July 1! 

CHAPMAN, CECIL, Urays, Essex Ch _Imsford Pet June 7 
Ord July 12 

Cox, WILLIAM, Caversham, Readiog, Draper 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

DAVies, Davip JouN. Britenferry, Glam Insurance Agent 
Neath Pet Juiy 12 Ori July 12 

ELLIOTT, CHARLES, Hindley, Lancs, Grocer 
July 8 Ord July 8 

GARDNER, ALAN HILLIER HENRY, Quendon, Essex 
Court Pet Feb2) Ord July 12 

GREEN, ERNest, Chestertfi-ld, Confectioner Chesterileld 
Pet Ju'y 12 Ord Ju'y 12 

HILTON, RuPERT Guy, Blean,Kent Canterbury Pet Miy 
20 July 9 

HOLDEN, HENRY VINCENT, St James’ st, Company Pro- 
moter High Court Pet June 4 Oru Joly 10 

IRELAND, BENJAMIN PETER, St Helens, Cooper Liverpool 
Pet July 10 Ord July lv 

JONES, ALFxED, Berkhamsted, Herts, Builder 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

MANSFIELD, LESLIE A, Norwich, General Outfitter Nor- 
wich Pet May 31 Ord Juty 12 

PAGE, FREDERICK CANE, Bou nemouth, Co.! 
Poole Pet June 24 Ord Jnly 12 

PRATT, GEORGE EDWARD, Ipswich, Teacher of Music 
Ipswich Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

PURDY, JOHN ROBERT, South Shore, Blackpool, Manager 
Preston Pet June 13 Ord July 12 

REMINGTON, GORGE LE VESLEY, King's Bench walk 
High Court Pet Mar 28 Ord July 10 

SETON, AUGUSTUS ST JOHN, Warwick rd, Eari’s Court, 
High Court Pet May7 Ord July 12 

SHAKESHAFT, CHARLES ROBERT, Gayton, No: thampton, 
ay Victualler Northampton Pet July 11 Ord 

uly 11 

TATHAM, ARTHUR JOHN, *ternhold av, Streatham Hill 
Member of the London Stock Exchange High Court 
Pet July1l Ord July 11 

THOMAS, JOHN OWEN, Wavertree, Liverpool, Post Office 
Sorting Clerk Livepool Pet June27 Ord July 10 

TRESIAS, ALFRED JAMES, Southbourne, Emsworth, 
Sussex, Grover Brighton Pet July 11 Ord July ll 

WHITFIELD, ALBERT ARTHUR, Bury, Lancs, Coal Mer- 
chant Bolton Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

WILKINS, HERBERT GEvRGE, Gloucester, 
Agent Gloucester Pet July 9 Ord July 9 


Amended Notice subsitated for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 13: 


FirtH, EDWARD LOXLEY, Hope, Derby High Court Pet 
Marl4 Ord May9 CC June 21 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


HEAVYSIDE, GEorGE, Leeds, Slater Leeds Adjud Oct 30, 
1911 Annul July 7, 1913 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCIND _D. 


LEECHMAN, ALLEYNE, Kensi m cres, Kensington rd 
Gentleman High Court Pet June 26, 1896 Rec Ord 
Aug 12, 1896 Adjud Sept 10, 1896 Resc & Anuu 
July 9, 1913 


Pet 


Reading 


Wigan Pet 


High 


Aylesbury 


Merchant 
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